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House of Representatives
The House met at 9:30 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. MORELLA).
f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 16, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable CONSTANCE
A. MORELLA to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 19, 1999, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 30 minutes, and each Mem-
ber, except the majority leader, the mi-
nority leader, or the minority whip,
limited to 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) for 2 min-
utes.
f

IN HONOR OF JAMES C.
KIRKPATRICK

Mr. SKELTON. Madam Speaker,
today I join the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT) in paying tribute to
the late James C. Kirkpatrick. The
memory of Jim Kirkpatrick will be
honored this week with the dedication
of a library named for him at Central
Missouri State University in
Warrensburg, Missouri. This is cer-
tainly a fitting tribute to a great Mis-
sourian who served our neighbors so
well through the years as Missouri’s
Secretary of State.

Actually, I inherited my friendship
with Jim Kirkpatrick, as he was a
close friend of my father’s through the
years. Back in 1932, when my father ran
for Attorney General, Jim Kirkpatrick,
then editor of the Windsor newspaper,
endorsed him.

When I served in the Missouri State
Senate, I had close contact with Jim
Kirkpatrick, who was then serving as
Secretary of State. Filing for election
and reelection with him was always a
memorable occasion.

America is always in need of role
models for those who enter public serv-
ice. Jim Kirkpatrick was such a role
model, putting the people’s business
first, running an efficient office, and
having a warm greeting for all with
whom he came in contact. He was a
model of integrity.

We all miss Jim Kirkpatrick, but his
name and his example will live on with
the building being named in his mem-
ory at CMSU.
f

IN HONOR OF JAMES C.
KIRKPATRICK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 2 minutes.

Mr. BLUNT. Madam Speaker, there
are many memories that come to mind
when I think of Missouri’s longest serv-
ing Secretary of State, Jim Kirk-
patrick, of Warrensburg, Missouri.
There was the quick laugh and spar-
kling eyes that often calmed a political
confrontation. There was the always
present Irish green tie, the green jack-
et, the green stationery, the green ink,
the green furniture. In fact, everything
in the Secretary of State’s office when
I had the privilege to follow him there
was some shade of green.

It is a privilege for me today, the
only Republican elected Secretary of
State in Missouri in the last seven dec-

ades, to join with the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) as we honor
the memory of Missouri’s ‘‘Mr. Demo-
crat’’ as its most Irish politician this
week of Saint Patrick’s Day.

Many Missourians remember Jim
Kirkpatrick working to establish state-
wide voter registration, directing two
winning campaigns for better roads,
and championing the establishment of
a records management and archives di-
vision in State government.

Jim Kirkpatrick instinctively under-
stood Tip O’Neill’s axiom that all poli-
tics is local, as he crisscrossed the
State for two decades eagerly meeting
with citizens wherever he went.

Others remember Jim Kirkpatrick
and his newspapers. He worked his way
up to be the editor of the Warrensburg
Daily Star-Journal. He then moved to
edit the Jefferson City News and Trib-
une. He was the publisher of the Wind-
sor Review and Lamar Daily Democrat.
It was Missouri Governer Forrest
Smith who first brought him into
State government as his administra-
tive assistant in 1948.

What I remember most about him
was he put ‘‘service’’ in public service.
When he left office after five terms, his
commitment to the people of Missouri
and to the job done by the Secretary of
State’s office was as strong as ever. He
continued to dedicate himself to the ef-
forts of his office during his last week
as a State official with the same con-
cern that I am sure he had during his
first week.

In 1985, Jim retired to Warrensburg
and to the campus of Central Missouri
State University, where he graduated,
served on the Board of Regents and led
in effort after effort.

His office in the Ward Edwards Li-
brary was the replica of his office in
the State capitol. His lectures to the
students were high points for them and
him. Jim and his wife traveled with
campus groups, went to hundreds of
campus events, and were involved in
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the community as a great team until
Jim’s death.

Next week, the campus and the com-
munity will officially dedicate the new
James C. Kirkpatrick Library at Cen-
tral Missouri State University. Jim
Kirkpatrick’s legacy of service contin-
ues.
f

ELIMINATE DISCRIMINATION
AGAINST PUERTO RICAN CITIZENS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Puer-
to Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ) is rec-
ognized during morning hour debates
for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Madam
Speaker, I rise this morning with a
heavy heart. While I congratulate my
colleagues for the fine manner in which
they debated the deployment of Amer-
ican troops to Kosovo on the floor, I
must also point out a great injustice in
our American democratic system.

Last Thursday, throughout the dis-
cussion on the floor, precisely at this
podium where I now stand, what my es-
teemed colleagues debated was the re-
affirmation of the Congress’ power as
the sovereign representative body of all
Americans.

On a bipartisan level, the debate re-
flected important concerns about the
authority that Congress exercises on
the issues that affect our Nation and
our standing in the world. It is to this
House’s great credit and a decision
that in my estimation marks a signifi-
cant turning point in Congressional re-
lations that my colleagues overcame
party differences and acted in unison
to enable our troops to join NATO
forces in Kosovo.

The deployment of American troops
to any conflict is an issue of critical
importance to all Americans. It is crit-
ical not only for the soldier who is the
individual facing the greatest danger
and may be called upon to sacrifice his
or her life, but also for every one of the
American families, the wives and hus-
bands, parents, and children, or even
the friends.

In short, it is critical for all who will
sacrifice the companionship of their
loved ones, who will be sent to a far-
away place to defend liberty and free-
dom according to the best interests of
our Nation.

I have the deepest admiration for our
troops who place themselves in harm’s
way and do so willingly, because they
commit their lives to our Nation in de-
fense of democracy. This is what patri-
otism is all about. From the depths of
my heart, I salute our troops for their
commitment to their fellow citizens
and our Nation and ask God to protect
them and bless them wherever they
are.

Throughout the debate of the House,
I feel deeply troubled by the fact that,
in all likelihood, the troops to be de-
ployed to Kosovo will include many
American citizens from Puerto Rico
and yet I, as their sole representative

in the Congress of the United States,
was unable to vote in the decision that
could place their lives in peril.

How is it possible that the Nation
that acts as the supreme defender of
freedom, liberty, and rights everywhere
in the world maintains a policy that
does not extend those rights to all of
its citizens? The ugly reality is that
some of the soldiers who defend our
American democracy do not possess
the right to vote by virtue of living in
a territory.

To me, it is tragically clear that
what the United States is telling these
soldiers is that, yes, you must place
your life on the line to defend Amer-
ican values. Yes, you must go to a for-
eign country as a member of the peace-
keeping troops. Yes, you must fight, if
called to fight, and you may even die,
but, no, your opinion does not count
because the Congressman that rep-
resents you cannot exert the right to
vote that may place your life in harm’s
way.

Last Thursday, I heard many of my
colleagues affirm the Congress’ power
as the sovereign representative of the
body of all Americans and was sad-
dened that this representation is not
equal for all Americans.

It is not a proud moment for our
country when we muzzle American citi-
zens and hold them in abeyance. After
all, is this not the reason our troops
are going over there? How come we
continue to ask them to defend rights
that they themselves do not possess de-
spite a century of partnership and 83
years of American citizenship?

Can we as a democratic nation afford
to continue to support discrimination,
disenfranchisement against the 3.8 mil-
lion Americans in Puerto Rico? The
American soldiers from Puerto Rico
and their loved ones commit their lives
to the cause of freedom and democracy
as willingly and patriotically as any
one of their fellow citizens in the 50
States. Should we not affirm their full
rights in Congress?

Madam Speaker, I call on all of my
colleagues to join us in our quest to
eliminate disenfranchisement and dis-
crimination against the American citi-
zens in Puerto Rico. No less is possible
and no less can be expected from our
democracy.
f

NATIONAL SECURITY CONCERNS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker, I
wish that I did not have to rise this
morning on this topic, and yesterday I
am shocked by the emperor’s new
clothes mentality that engulfs our Na-
tion’s Capitol on issues as vital as our
national security.

For, indeed, Madam Speaker, from
the same crowd who would have us be-
lieve that there is another definition

for the word ‘‘alone,’’ from the same
bunch who would say, well, that de-
pends on what the meaning of ‘‘is’’ is,
today, Madam Speaker, we have a new
definition of ‘‘swiftly’’.

For according to the weekend talk
shows, to hear Secretary of Energy
Richardson and National Security Ad-
visor Berger talk, they claim that this
administration acted swiftly to try and
counteract the intelligence breaches
and espionage at our national labora-
tory at Los Alamos. Yet, this is the
same crowd that, in the previous year,
in an afternoon was able to clear out
the White House Travel Office on a spu-
rious charge of messing with the petty
cash drawer, and yet it took this ad-
ministration 3 long years to react to
the first reports of an intelligence
breach, Mr. Berger, notified in 1996 of
the problem, apparently failing to take
action.

Indeed this morning, Madam Speak-
er, on the front page of the Washington
Times the report is as follows, ‘‘Secu-
rity remains weak at U.S. nuclear labs
despite the uncovering in 1995 of Chi-
nese espionage efforts, says a recently
retired U.S. counterintelligence offi-
cial. His detailed firsthand knowledge
contradicts President Clinton’s claims
that security has been tight.’’ Quoting
now, ‘‘Security at the Department of
Energy has not improved.’’ This former
official told the Washington Times, in-
deed.

In yesterday’s New York Times, col-
umnist Bill Safire asked this question,
‘‘Why, if Secretary Bill Richardson
were so ‘seized of’ this secret issue last
August when he was named, did he de-
mote the expert, Trulock, and put in
charge a CIA man from his UN embassy
staff, Larry Sanchez, who knew noth-
ing about the agency’s worst prob-
lem?’’

Safire also writes, ‘‘It would be out-
rageous indeed to suggest that Amer-
ican officials were consciously betray-
ing our national interest. But the con-
fluence of these facts in election year
1996, combined with the urge to dis-
regard or derogate any intelligence
that would stop the political blessings
of a ‘strategic partnership’ with China,
led to Clinton’s denial of a dangerous
penetration.’’

Madam Speaker, indeed, the distin-
guished senior Senator from my home
State, Senator JOHN MCCAIN, in a
major foreign policy speech yesterday
spoke more on this topic, this curious
timing of illegal campaign contribu-
tions to the Clinton-Gore campaign in
1996. My senior Senator said, and I
quote, ‘‘Sadly that charge grows more
credible every day. And if it is proven
beyond a reasonable doubt it will bring
more of history’s shame upon the
President than his personal failings
will, indeed greater shame than any
President has ever suffered.’’

Madam Speaker, we acknowledge the
obvious. We acknowledge that, sadly,
in this town at the other end of Penn-
sylvania Avenue, there are some people
who are beyond shame. Madam Speak-
er, our Vice President who last week
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claimed that he was father of the Inter-
net also gave us a very curious inter-
pretation when he claimed that, be-
cause this espionage may have started
in the 1980s, someone else was to
blame.

Madam Speaker, if we are to use that
as our standard, then I suppose we
should blame Lyndon Johnson for the
Navy spy ring that began its espionage
in 1968. No, Madam Speaker, espionage
is a serious charge and is a serious
problem that we deplore at any time.
But the challenge is not when it start-
ed but when we chose to do something
about it once we had the knowledge.

Again, our President speaks of a stra-
tegic partnership with China. We know
now in the fullness of time exactly
what his strategic partnership meant.
Take a look at the record. Take a look
at the videotapes. Leaders of the Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army and Chinese
business interests giving to the Clin-
ton-Gore campaign?

Madam Speaker, even though, in this
environment of the emperor’s new
clothes, let me step forward as did the
young girl in that tale by Hans Chris-
tian Andersen and say this, it is illegal,
it is unpardonable, it is unconscionable
for an American administration to
take money from foreign governments.
f

b 0945

WE MUST NOT PRIVATIZE
MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MORELLA). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 19, 1999, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, the National Bipartisan Commis-
sion on the Future of Medicare is
poised today to vote on a proposal that
would end Medicare as we know it.

The Commission’s charge was to
come up with a scheme for putting
Medicare on solid financial footing and
improving its value to seniors. They
definitely came up with a scheme, a
scheme to privatize America’s best
government program.

Under the Commission proposal,
known as Premium Support, Medicare
would no longer pay directly for health
care services. Instead, it would provide
each senior with a voucher good for
part of the premium for their private
health insurance coverage. Medicare
beneficiaries could use this voucher to
buy into the fee-for-service plan spon-
sored by the Federal Government or to
join a private plan.

To encourage consumer price sen-
sitivity, the voucher would track to
the lowest cost private plan. Seniors
then would shop for the best plan that
best suits their needs, paying the bal-
ance of the premium and paying extra
if they want higher quality health
care. The Commission proposal creates
a system of health coverage but it
abandons Medicare’s bedrock principle
of egalitarianism.

Today, Medicare is income blind. All
seniors have access to the same level of
health care. The Commission proposal,
however, is structured to provide com-
prehensiveness, access and quality only
to those who can afford them.

The idea that vouchers will empower
seniors to choose a health plan that
best suits their needs is quite simply a
myth. The reality is that seniors will
be forced to accept whatever plan they
can afford.

The Medicare Commission is charged
with ensuring Medicare’s long-term
solvency. This proposal will not do
that. Proponents of the voucher plan
say it would shave off 1 percent of the
Medicare budget per year over the next
few decades. It will only do that by
charging senior citizens more. In fact,
Bruce Vladeck, a Commission member
and former Medicare administrator,
doubts Premium Support will save the
government even a dime.

The privatization of Medicare is
nothing new. Medicare beneficiaries
have been able to enroll in private
managed Medicare plans for some time
now, and their experience does not
bode well for a full-fledged privatiza-
tion effort. Managed care plans are
profit oriented, and the theory that
they can sustain significantly lower
costs than traditional Medicare simply
has not panned out.

Profit-driven managed care plans do
not tough it out when those profits are
unrealized. Last year, 96 Medicare
HMOs deserted 400,000 Medicare bene-
ficiaries because the HMOs’ customers
did not meet the HMOs’ profit objec-
tives.

Before the Medicare program was
launched in 1965, more than one-half of
America’s senior citizens did not have
health insurance. Private insurance
was the only option then for seniors.
Insurers simply did not want seniors to
join their plans because they knew the
elderly would use much of their cov-
erage. The private insurance market
still avoids high-risk enrollees and,
whenever possible, dodges the bill for
high cost medical services.

What is perhaps most disturbing
about the Commission’s Premium Sup-
port plan is what it does not tell us. It
does not tell us how we can make Medi-
care more efficient while still preserv-
ing its egalitarian underpinnings. It
does not tell us how much the Nation
can or wants to spend on health care
for seniors. It does not give us options
for reconciling what the Nation wants
with how much we have or are willing
to spend.

If we privatize Medicare, like the
Commission wants, we are telling
America that not all seniors deserve
the same level of care. The wisest
course for the Medicare Commission is
to disband without delivering a final
product. We should go back to the
drawing board and we should construct
a plan that builds on Medicare’s
strengths and ensures its long-term
solvency. Selling off Medicare to the
managed care industry is the easy way
out and it is wrong.

REPUBLICAN AGENDA IS TO
STRENGTHEN SCHOOLS, LOWER
TAXES AND SAVE SOCIAL SECU-
RITY
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Madam Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to address the
House this morning.

I have the privilege of representing a
diverse district. I represent the south
side of Chicago and the south suburbs
and Cook and Will Counties, bedroom
communities like Morris, the town
where I live, and a lot of corn fields and
farm towns. Representing such a di-
verse district of city and suburbs and
country, I have learned to listen, to try
to find the common concerns and ideas
and suggestions of the folks back
home.

I find one very common message
whether I am in the city, the suburbs
or the country, and that is that the
folks back home want us to work to-
gether to find solutions, and they are
looking for real accomplishments as we
face the issues that are before us here
in the Congress.

I am proud to say that over the last
4 years this Congress has met that
challenge. I am pretty proud of what
we have accomplished over the last 4
years. We did some things that people
told us that we could not do. We bal-
anced the budget for the first time in
28 years, we cut taxes for the middle
class for the first time in 16 years, we
reformed welfare for the first time in a
generation, and we tamed the IRS for
the first time ever. Those are real ac-
complishments.

I find as I talk about those accom-
plishments, folks say, well, that is
pretty good, but what will the Congress
do next? What are the next challenges?
Where will we look to find solutions for
in Washington that really matter to
the folks back home? And I find as I
listen to the concerns of the folks back
home, they really offer a simple series
of questions and a simple agenda that
they want us to be working on here.

My constituents tell me they want
good schools, they want low taxes, and
they want a secure retirement, and
that is our agenda here in this Con-
gress, I am proud to say. Our agenda,
particularly on the Republican side, is
simple, just like the agenda of the
folks back home. We want to strength-
en our local schools, making sure that
our dollars get into the classroom and
that our schools are run by local school
boards and local school administrators
and local teachers and local parents.
We want to lower taxes, recognizing
the tax burden has never been higher
than it is today. We want to help the
middle class by allowing them to keep
more of what they earn, because they
can spend it better than we can for
them here in Washington. We also want
to provide for a secure retirement by
saving Social Security and rewarding
retirement savings.
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It is an important agenda, but it is a

simple agenda, and that is our focus
this year. But we also have another
challenge and another opportunity be-
fore us. Thanks to the fiscal respon-
sibilities of this Congress, we balanced
the budget for the first time in 28
years. We have now produced a surplus
of extra tax revenue, an estimated $2.6
trillion of extra money. It is burning a
hole in Washington’s pocket and a lot
of people want to spend it. The chal-
lenge and the opportunity really is
what do we do and how do we do the
right thing?

The President gave a great speech
back in January in his State of the
Union. He said a lot of great sounding
things. He said we should take 62 per-
cent of this surplus, this extra tax rev-
enue, and use it for Social Security.
That sounded pretty good. But if we
look at the fine print, that 62 percent
means he wants to spend the rest on
new government.

Now, we Republicans want to take a
different approach. We say we want to
take 100 percent of the Social Security
money and use it for Social Security.
The money that is left over, the in-
come tax surplus, we want to use for
other purposes. But the reason that is
important to point out is because when
the President says 62 percent of the
surplus for Social Security, what he is
not telling us is that he wants to take
$250 billion in Social Security surplus
trust fund monies and spend them on
other purposes.

Now, back home, the senior citizens
that I have the privilege of represent-
ing on the south side of Chicago and
the south suburbs and rural Illinois tell
me that is called raiding the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund. The President
wants to raid the Social Security Trust
Fund by $250 billion. We on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle want to put a
stop to that. We believe that 100 per-
cent of the Social Security Trust Fund
should go to Social Security. That is
the contract of Social Security. We be-
lieve it is time to wall off the Social
Security Trust Fund so that Social Se-
curity dollars only go to Social Secu-
rity, as they were promised when we
all paid our payroll taxes.

Also, I want to point out that in the
first few years of the surplus that al-
most 100 percent of that surplus, extra
tax revenue, is Social Security Trust
Fund dollars. So when someone wants
to create new government programs,
they are borrowing, as they would say,
or raiding, as senior citizens would say,
to create new government. They are
raiding the Social Security trust funds.
We need to keep an eye on that.

We also need to look at the tax bur-
den, recognizing that the folks back
home who tell me they want lower
taxes, to see why the tax burden is so
high today. I have been told that for
the average family in Illinois that al-
most 40 percent of the average Illinois
family’s income today goes to govern-
ment. We need to lower taxes.

Let us eliminate the marriage tax
penalty, let us save Social Security,

and let us wall off the Social Security
Trust Fund.

Madam Speaker, I rise today to highlight
what is arguably the most unfair provision in
the U.S. Tax code: the marriage tax penalty.
I want to thank you for your long term interest
in bringing parity to the tax burden imposed on
working married couples compared to a cou-
ple living together outside of marriage.

Many may recall in January, President Clin-
ton gave his State of the Union Address out-
lining many of the things he wants to do with
the budget surplus. Although we were pre-
pared to dedicate 90 percent of the budget
surplus to saving Social Security, we agree
with the President that at least 62% of the
Budget Surplus must be used to save Social
Security.

A surplus provided by the bipartisan budget
agreement which: cut waste, put America’s fis-
cal house in order, and held Washington’s feet
to the fire to balance the budget.

While President Clinton paraded a long list
of new spending for new big government pro-
grams—we believe that a top priority after
saving Social Security and paying down the
national debt should be returning the budget
surplus to America’s families as additional
middle-class tax relief.

This Congress has given more tax relief to
the middle class and working poor than any
Congress of the last half century.

I think the issue of the marriage penalty can
best be framed by asking these questions: Do
Americans feel it is fair that our tax code im-
poses a higher tax penalty on marriage? Do
Americans feel it is fair that the average mar-
ried working couple pays almost $1,400 more
in taxes than a couple with almost identical in-
come living together outside of marriage? Is it
right that our tax code provides an incentive to
get divorced?

In fact, today the only form one can file to
avoid the marriage tax penalty is paperwork
for divorce. And that is just wrong!

Since 1969, our tax laws have punished
married couples when both spouses work. For
no other reason than the decision to be joined
in holy matrimony, more than 21 million cou-
ples a year are penalized. They pay more in
taxes than they would if they were single. Not
only is the marriage penalty unfair, it’s wrong
that our tax code punishes society’s most
basic institution. The marriage tax penalty
exacts a disproportionate toll on working
women and lower income couples with chil-
dren. In many cases it is a working women’s
issue.

Let me give you an example of how the
marriage tax penalty unfairly affects middle
class married working couples.

For example, a machinist, at a Caterpillar
manufacturing plant in my home district of Jo-
liet, makes $31,500 a year in salary. His wife
is a tenured elementary school teacher, also
bringing home $31,500 a year in salary. If they
would both file their taxes as singles, as indi-
viduals, they would pay 15%.

MARRIAGE PENALTY EXAMPLE

Machinist School
teacher Couple H.R. 6

Adjusted gross income ......... $31,500 $31,500 $63,000 $63,000
Less personal exemption and

standard deduction .......... $6,950 $6,950 $12,500 $13,900
(Singles

x 2)
Taxable income ..................... $24,550 $24,550 $50,500 $49,100

(x .15) (x .15) (Partial
x .28)

(x .15)

MARRIAGE PENALTY EXAMPLE—Continued

Machinist School
teacher Couple H.R. 6

Tax liability ........................... $3,682.5 $3,682.5 $8,635 $7,365
Marriage penalty .................. $1,270 ................
Relief ................................ $1,270

But if they chose to live their lives in holy
matrimony, and now file jointly, their combined
income of $61,000 pushes them into a higher
tax bracket of 28 percent, producing a tax
penalty of $1,400 in higher taxes.

On average, America’s married working
couples pay $1,400 more a year in taxes than
individuals with the same incomes. That’s seri-
ous money. Millions of married couples are
still stinging from April 15th’s tax bite and
more married couples are realizing that they
are suffering the marriage tax penalty.

Particularly if you think of it in terms of: a
down payment on a house or a car, one
year’s tuition at a local community college, or
several months worth of quality child care at a
local day care center.

To that end, U.S. Representative DAVID
MCINTOSH (R–IN) and U.S. Representative
PAT DANNER (D–MO) and I have authored
H.R. 6, The Marriage Tax Elimination Act.

H.R. 6, The Marriage Tax Elimination Act
will increase the tax brackets (currently at 15%
for the first $24,650 for singles, whereas mar-
ried couples filing jointly pay 15% on the first
$41,200 of their taxable income) to twice that
enjoyed by singles. H.R. 6 would extend a
married couple’s 15% tax bracket to $49,300.
Thus married couples would enjoy an addi-
tional $8,100 in taxable income subject to the
low 15% tax rate as opposed to the current
28% tax rate and would result in up to $1,215
in tax relief.

Additionally the bill will increase the stand-
ard deduction for married couples (currently
$6,900) to twice that of singles (currently at
$4,150). Under H.R. 6 the standard deduction
for married couples filing jointly would be in-
creased to $8,300.

H.R. 6 is enjoys the bipartisan support of
230 co-sponsors along with family groups, in-
cluding: American Association of Christian
Schools, American Family Association, Chris-
tian Coalition, Concerned Women for America,
Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission of
the Southern Baptist Convention, Family Re-
search Council, Home School Legal Defense
Association, the National Association of
Evangelicals and the Traditional Values Coali-
tion.

It isn’t enough for President Clinton to sug-
gest tax breaks for child care. The President’s
child care proposal would help a working cou-
ple afford, on average, three weeks of day
care. Elimination of the marriage tax penalty
would give the same couple the choice of pay-
ing for three months of child care—or address-
ing other family priorities. After all, parents
know better than Washington what their family
needs.

We fondly remember the 1996 State of the
Union address when the President declared
emphatically that, quote ‘‘the era of big gov-
ernment is over.’’

We must stick to our guns, and stay the
course.

There never was an American appetite for
big government.

But there certainly is for reforming the exist-
ing way government does business.

And what better way to show the American
people that our government will continue along
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the path to reform and prosperity than by
eliminating the marriage tax penalty.

Ladies and Gentleman, we are on the verge
of running a surplus. It’s basic math.

It means Americans are already paying
more than is needed for government to do the
job we expect of it.

What better way to give back than to begin
with mom and dad and the American family—
the backbone of our society.

We ask that President Clinton join with Con-
gress and make elimination of the marriage
tax penalty a bipartisan priority.

Of all the challenges married couples face
in providing home and hearth to America’s
children, the U.S. tax code should not be one
of them.

Let’s eliminate The Marriage Tax Penalty
and do it now.

Madam Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a copy of a newspaper article
dealing with the Tax Code and han-
dling the budget surplus.

[From the Chicago Tribune, Jan. 31, 1999]
HOW TO HANDLE THE BUDGET SURPLUS

WASHINGTON.—Four years ago when I was
first elected to Congress, I ran on the need
for fiscal restraint in Washington, D.C., and
a return of power to people back home. We
fought for our belief that we could balance
the budget and provide a tax relief for Amer-
ica’s working families. For months we were
told by Washington insiders and the media
that it couldn’t be done. Well, we proved
them wrong, and we did it ahead of schedule.

Today Congress has a great opportunity as
well as a significant challenge before it. A
massive surplus of extra tax revenue is pro-
jected as a result of a balanced budget. The
challenge lies in what Congress chooses to do
with the budget surplus.

Saving Social Security is the first priority
for the surplus. It’s a bipartisan consensus.
Last fall, House Republicans showed tremen-
dous responsibility and leadership by passing
a plan that earmarked 90 percent of the sur-
plus for Social Security. President Clinton
used this month’s State of the Union mes-
sage to call for setting aside a minimum of
62 percent of the surplus ($2.7 trillion over 15
years) for Social Security.

Although we were prepared to set aside
much more to save Social Security, Repub-
licans agree to the president’s request to set
aside 62 percent of the surplus for Social Se-
curity. But the question remains of what to
do with the rest. President Clinton proposes
to spend it on big, new, expensive programs;
Republicans want to give this back as tax re-
lief.

Those who oppose tax cuts will fight tooth
and nail against lowering today’s tax burden.
According to the U.S. Treasury, the total in-
come tax take from individuals and families
has increased 63 percent since 1992. In fact,
according to the Tax Foundation, if you add
up the local, state and federal tax burden,
taxes are almost 40 percent of the average
family’s income. Wouldn’t most people agree
that today’s tax burden is too high?

We can save Social Security and cut taxes
at the same time. Some say we can’t—they
were the same ones who opposed balancing
the budget and cutting taxes. We proved
them wrong. For example, using only 25 per-
cent of the surplus (allowing for an addi-
tional 13 percent of the surplus to be dedi-
cated to shoring up Social Security or pay-
ing down the national debt) we could enact a
10 percent across-the-board tax cut for all
American taxpayers while still eliminating
the unfair marriage tax penalty and reliev-
ing family farms and family businesses of
the inheritance or ‘‘death’’ tax.

The president’s step gives us a window of
opportunity to save Social Security. We
commend the president for his new-found
willingness to work with us to save Social
Security, secure retirement savings, provide
sorely needed tax relief and equip the next
generation to compete in a global economy.
But now that we have agreed on the first
step in saving Social Security, we need to
focus on the details. It is irresponsible to
spend the people’s surplus on new, big gov-
ernment programs. We must give this money
back to the American people. Saving Social
Security, paying down our national debt and
offering real and substantial tax relief to all
working Americans are three strong ways to
spur our economy and lead the way into the
next century.

—U.S. Rep. Jerry Weller (R–Ill.).

f

2000 CENSUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MILLER) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam
Speaker, a previous Speaker talked
about his concerns that the Medicare
Commission is going to be unsuccessful
today, and that is very unfortunate. I
think that Senator BREAUX, a Demo-
crat from Louisiana, and Senator
KERREY, a Democrat from Nebraska,
and other Members are advocating a
way to save the Medicare program for
the future. Ten of the 16 Members, ac-
cording to the newspaper, will support
a Premium Support plan, which is a
way to really modernize Medicare and
bring it into the 21st century. It is dis-
appointing that they are not going to
be able to get this supermajority, but
we need to continue to try, because
Medicare is too important a program
to let fail as it is moving towards
bankruptcy.

But, Madam Speaker, today I rise to
talk about the upcoming 2000 Census.
One year from this month the forms
will go in the mail and we will begin
the process of counting everyone in
this great country. After wasting mil-
lions of dollars, the Census Bureau had
planned for an illegal census plan to
use sampling. The Supreme Court ruled
this past January that they cannot use
this illegal plan to only count 90 per-
cent of the population.

Thank goodness the Supreme Court
ruled when it did, because now we will
at least have an actual count of the
population. But sadly, the Census Bu-
reau is going to advocate a two-number
census. They are going to advocate a
number, as approved by the Supreme
Court, where they will count everyone,
and then they want to adjust those
numbers and have a second set of Clin-
ton numbers. So we will have the Su-
preme Court approved numbers of ac-
tual counts and then the adjusted or
manipulated numbers of the Clinton
administration.

Wow, what a disaster we are going to
face with this census. And the census, I
think we could call it, the DNA of our
democracy, because most elected offi-
cials in America are dependent on this

census for drawing their lines to rep-
resent, whether it is a school board, a
State legislator or a city council per-
son. Billions of dollars are allocated by
this money, based on the census.

A two-number census is bad for sev-
eral reasons. First of all, it is terrible
public policy; second of all, it is illegal;
and, third, it is less accurate. As far as
public policy, the Census Bureau has
argued for years that we should only
have a one-number census, and now
they have flip-flopped. Due to political
pressure they have flip-flopped to go to
a two-number census. It will add confu-
sion and create a lack of trust in this
system.

Imagine that. I am from Bradenton,
Florida. My city will have two num-
bers. Not just the city, every census
block in the city; every census track in
the city. A block may have 20 or 50 peo-
ple. There will be two numbers, one by
the Supreme Court approval and one
that Clinton says, these are my num-
bers, use these. Talk about confusion.
The Census Bureau was right, until
they flip-flopped, and now political
pressure has caused them to change.

Well, I expect the Supreme Court will
rule that the second set of numbers
will be illegal anyway. Reading the rul-
ing by Supreme Court Justice O’Con-
nor in the majority opinion in Janu-
ary, talking about the issues of one
man, one vote issues, talking about the
technical statistical issues of taking a
census track where we may have 20, 40,
or 50 people living and then adjusting
it, it is going to be torn apart in the
courts and thrown out. So, again, they
are proceeding down an illegal route.

And then the statistics. I used to
teach statistics for many years, and I
have a lot of confidence in sampling.
The problem is, when we start using
statistics and sampling and adjustment
for redistricting, we have to work with
census block data. There are millions
of census blocks in this country, and
when we start drawing lines based on a
block, whether it is a city block or
whatever the dimensions are in an indi-
vidual’s area, and then those are ad-
justed, the accuracy is not very accu-
rate.

When they analyzed the attempt to
do this back in 1990, they said it was
less accurate, and yet that is what they
are advocating, and that is what is so
disappointing. Well, the Republicans in
Congress have been advocating some
improvements to the 2000 Census plan,
and I am puzzled why Democrats would
oppose ideas to improve the plan. It is
just puzzling why they do not want to
improve it.

b 1000

For example, one proposal made is
the Census Bureau is only going to
publish the forms in five languages.
They say that accounts for 99 percent
of the people. There are a lot of dif-
ferent languages out there representing
a lot of other people living in this
country that are going to have a hard
time completing the form.
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We had a hearing in Miami. There are

over 100,000 Haitians living in the Dade
County area in Miami. They do not
publish the form in Creole. So how are
you going to count this undercounted
area? How do you tell these people,
‘‘Tough, you cannot get counted, or
else if you call in we will find a trans-
lator for you?’’

What is wrong in publishing the form
in Creole? They will publish the in-
structions in Creole, but they refuse to
publish the seven-question short form
in Creole. And that is true of all the
other languages. They do not even do it
for Braille. If you cannot see, what do
you have to do? You have to call the
Census Bureau and discuss it with
someone on the telephone. Why will
they not listen to some ideas to im-
prove it?

Another one that local officials
should support is to give them a chance
to check the numbers before they be-
come final. They did it in 1990. It is not
a new idea. But they are afraid for peo-
ple to check their work. They make
mistakes. We all make mistakes. Why
not allow local officials, mayors, city
managers, county commissioners, what
have you, to check the numbers before
they become official?

Conducting the census is hard work,
and we need to concentrate our efforts
into doing the best census possible to
eliminate the undercount and get ev-
eryone counted.
f

YOUNG PEOPLE WORKING FOR
LIVABLE COMMUNITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MORELLA). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 19, 1999, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
an important part of what makes liv-
able communities is a broad concept of
what constitutes the infrastructure
that constructs them. That means both
the natural environment as well as the
built environment. And most impor-
tant, it also means our people.

Today I would like to focus for a mo-
ment on one of the most important
parts of the human infrastructure in a
livable community, our young people.
They are a key part in our community
in Portland, Oregon, not just young
people at work learning to prepare for
their future careers but making real
accomplishments as they go.

This week in Washington, D.C., one
of my constituents, Jennifer Fletcher,
from Grant High School, is being hon-
ored by Seventeen Magazine for her
volunteerism. Jennifer is one of those
extraordinary young people, although
only 16 years of age, who has focused in
on things that will make a difference
in her community, I think in part in-
spired by a movie that was shot at her
high school, ‘‘Mr. Holland’s Opus,’’ a
Richard Dreyfus story about how a
music teacher was able to inspire a
community to make investments for
its future.

Jennifer has done something that
would make any screen writer proud.
She has founded ‘‘Arts Alive’’ in our
community in response to funding cuts
for arts programs at their schools.
‘‘Arts Alive’’ is dedicated to providing
funding for these schools, and she has
exhibited extraordinary creativity in
how to go about it.

Her most recent accomplishment was
to stage a benefit concert. She ap-
proached her favorite singer, Jackson
Browne, to help her in the cause. She
handled all the details from ticket
sales, to securing a Portland concert
hall, to arranging transportation and
hotel accommodations for the band.
And as a result of her dedication and
marvelous skills, the concert was a
huge success, bringing together people
in the community to celebrate the
arts, to be a part of a larger effort, and,
by the way, raising almost $100,000.

I am proud of the difference that Ms.
Fletcher has made. I applaud her fu-
ture efforts. But they are just the tip
of the iceberg in our community. As I
look at the Oregon Youth Conservation
Corps, which has put young people to
work improving the environment, hir-
ing at-risk high school young people,
giving them school credit for their
work but giving them real-life activi-
ties where they were shoulder to shoul-
der with professionals in creating
recreation trails, viewing areas, restor-
ing watershed, preventing soil erosion,
promoting recycling, and participating
in wetland restoration projects, real
work for real kids, learning kids, earn-
ing while they went.

In David Douglas High School, I have
seen young people solve very creatively
a transportation problem between two
of their buildings by creating their own
light rail line, converting two buses,
laying the track, all with volunteers
and donated labor.

The Northwest Service Academy,
with 150 AmeriCorps volunteers, work-
ing with over 10,000 people in the com-
munity, dealing with issues of storm
water runoff, roof drain disconnect,
converting hundreds of homes to dif-
ferent approaches to solve this problem
much more cheaply than if we were
just building concrete underground cis-
terns.

The goal of a livable community
through smart growth and careful
planning is to get more out of our
scarce dollars, our land, and our peo-
ple. By harnessing the creative power
of our youth, putting them to work
through education, employment, and
environmental activities is one of the
most creative ways that we can truly
make America’s communities livable.

And for all our talk about smart
growth and transportation initiatives
and protecting the environment, I hope
that we will continue to focus on ways
to harness our young people to be full
partners in making our communities
livable.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 11 a.m.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 6 min-
utes a.m.) the House stood in recess
until 11 a.m.
f

b 1100

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. LINDER) at 11 a.m.
f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

O gracious God, from whom all bless-
ings flow, we remember in our prayer
all those who turn to You with their
petitions and their needs. Where there
is hunger, grant nourishment; where
there is sadness, grant a full measure
of joy and gladness; where there is un-
certainty or anxiety about the future,
grant Your peace that passes all
human understanding. May Your good
spirit, O God, that is with us in all the
moments of life grant peace and pardon
and hope to us and to all Your people
now and evermore. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZ-
KA) come forward and lead the House in
the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. KLECZKA led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 540. An act to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to prohibit transfers or
discharges of residents of nursing facilities
as a result of a voluntary withdrawal from
participation in the Medicaid Program.

The message also announced, That
pursuant to section 201(a)(2) of Public
Law 93–344, the Chair, on behalf of the
President pro tempore of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, announces the joint ap-
pointment of Mr. Dan Crippen as Direc-
tor of the Congressional Budget Office,
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effective February 3, 1999, for a term
expiring on January 3, 2003.

f

LET US GET TO THE BOTTOM OF
THE TRANSFER OF TECHNOLOGY
TO THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, in the
wake of shocking revelations of Chi-
nese espionage, and the unlawful and
unauthorized transfer of nuclear tech-
nology from our Nation to the People’s
Republic of China and the curious coin-
cidence that the Clinton-Gore cam-
paign took Chinese money in the 1996
presidential campaign, let me propose
four immediate steps that this House
should take.

Number 1, Mr. Speaker, let me call
on the President. If he wants to get to
the bottom of this scandal, as his spin-
ners suggest, this President should re-
lease forthwith the report of this
House’s select committee headed by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
COX) into the entire episode.

Number 2, I should point out, Mr.
Speaker, 60 colleagues have joined me
in signing a letter to the chairman of
our Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. GOSS), urging him to conduct
his own hearings since the Cox com-
mittee will soon lapse.

Number 3, I would call on this Con-
gress to close our national laboratories
to these so-called cultural exchanges
because what they are are pilfering—
our technology.

And Number 4, Mr. Speaker, Sandy
Berger must go.

f

CHINA WILL STOP AT NOTHING

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, in
1992 a Russian spy who defected to
America said China is determined to
destroy America from within. He fur-
ther said, and I quote, China would buy
or steal our industrial and military se-
crets. He said China would buy Amer-
ican politicians. And the Russian spy
further said, and I quote, China will
stop at nothing. In spite of all this,
China got for free our missile tech-
nology, China got naval bases, and
China gets and continues to get a
sweetheart trade deal financing the
next major threat to our sovereignty.

Beam me up. Someone in high places
in America is in bed with the Chinese
Red Army and the Chinese Com-
munists.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back a $50-bil-
lion-plus trade deficit that threatens
our future.

CELEBRATING THE 100TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF SCOTLAND COUN-
TY, NORTH CAROLINA

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, it is my
distinct honor and pleasure to rise
today to pay special tribute to Scot-
land County, North Carolina, as it cele-
brates in 1999 its 100th anniversary. I
also want to recognize this Thursday,
March 18, as Agricultural Appreciation
Day in Scotland County.

Although Scotland County is relatively
young among North Carolina counties, having
been created by the North Carolina General
Assembly on February 20, 1899, it has a rich
and interesting history. Central in the history of
Scotland County is the presence of and de-
pendence on agriculture. Agriculture in Scot-
land County, just like in the rest of America, is
recognized as the foundation of our society.

Scotland County Farmers contribute over 40
million dollars to the local economy. There are
approximately 125 farms in Scotland County
which produce cotton, soybeans, corn, wheat,
tobacco, oats and hay; hogs and broilers are
also raised in Scotland County.

Scotland County farmers contribute
over $40 million to the local economy.
There are approximately 125 farms in
Scotland County which produce cotton,
soybeans, corn, wheat, tobacco, oats,
hay and hogs. Broilers are also raised
in Scotland County.

Mr. Speaker, Scotland County farm-
ers are the stewards of the soil and
water resources that provide substance
to feed, clothe and shelter the Amer-
ican people and those around the globe.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to join
with others in Scotland County to
honor those individuals involved in ag-
riculture, one of the most noble of pro-
fessions, and thank each farmer in
Scotland County, indeed each farmer in
America, for their hard work and com-
mitment to stewardship of the land and
providing food and clothing to the
world.
f

KEEPING OUR PROMISE TO
VETERANS

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in support of the Republican solu-
tion to add $1.9 billion to the adminis-
tration’s proposal to save and improve
the health care of our Nation’s veter-
ans.

Mr. Speaker, few things are more sa-
cred and solemn than the promises we
have made to our Nation’s veterans be-
cause we would not enjoy the peace,
the prosperity and the freedoms we
have today without their sacrifices.
Unfortunately, though, that promise
does not mean much to some because
they would like to pass a budget that
literally is a slap in the face to every
veteran we have.

Mr. Speaker, 10 years ago we elevated
the VA to a Cabinet level department

for a very good reason. We wanted the
VA to have the President’s ear. But is
the President listening?

We need to protect the future of VA
health care, we need to protect the fu-
ture of our veterans. Unfortunately,
however, the administration’s proposed
budget fails to do this.

I encourage all Members to support
our Nation’s veterans, back the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs’ budget
recommendation and keep the prom-
ises we have made to those who have
paid the ultimate sacrifice to this
country.
f

REPUBLICANS TAKING THE LEAD
IN MAKING SURE SOCIAL SECU-
RITY AND MEDICARE WILL BE
THERE WHEN PEOPLE NEED IT
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, to
make sure that the Social Security and
Medicare are there when people need
it, the Republican plan locks away 100
percent of the retirement surplus in a
safe deposit box.

Now I know that the response of
many seniors in my district is, ‘‘But I
thought that was already the case,’’ or,
‘‘Why wasn’t that done a long time
ago?’’

Mr. Speaker, I cannot answer for 40
years of Democrat control of this body,
but I can say that Republicans are tak-
ing the lead on the issue. While the
President’s plan takes only 62 percent
of the surplus and reserves it for Social
Security, the Republican plan takes 100
percent of the retirement surplus and
locks it away for both Social Security
and Medicare.

Now let me repeat that the Repub-
lican plan locks away 100 percent of the
retirement surplus and reserves it for
Social Security and Medicare. Let us
not kid ourselves. The retirement sur-
plus alone will not solve the problems
of Social Security and Medicare, but
our commitment to strengthen these
two programs and protect seniors is
clear.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my Democrat
colleagues to join us in a commitment
to protecting these programs for sen-
iors.
f

PUT THE TRUST BACK INTO THE
SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND
(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, this week
we know two things we did not know
last week. First, Republicans are set-
ting aside more money for Social Secu-
rity than the President is in his budg-
et. Second thing we know is that the
President’s budget numbers do not add
up. In fact, the numbers are so wrong
that no one is defending them. The
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice, or CBO, found that they have not
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seen such double counting since the
White House wacky plan to use sam-
pling and educated guesses for the cen-
sus.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s spend-
ing numbers are pure fiction. His So-
cial Security numbers are even worse.
How does one take seriously a plan
that double counts to the tune of $2.4
trillion? Even Newsweek and the Wash-
ington Post are having a good laugh
about that.

Unfortunately, the retirement secu-
rity of seniors should not be subject to
phony numbers and accounting gim-
micks that even Orange County, Cali-
fornia could not get away with.

Let us put the trust back in the So-
cial Security Trust Fund.
f

ALL AMERICANS WILL GET TO
SEE THEIR STATE OR TERRI-
TORY ON THE BACK OF A QUAR-
TER THANKS TO THE GEN-
TLEMAN FROM ALABAMA (MR.
BACHUS)

(Ms. NORTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, congratu-
lations to Delaware, the first State
whose design appears on the back of a
quarter. This follows a bill we passed
last year allowing this privilege to
every State, privileges to deficit reduc-
tion. Every State gets a turn at its own
design except the District of Columbia
and the four territories who were some-
how left out.

We are American citizens every bit as
much as the residents of the 50 States
thanks to the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BACHUS), who has cosponsored a
bill to allow the District of Columbia
and the territories to be added. All
American citizens will get to see their
State, their territory or their District
of Columbia design on the back of a
quarter.

Mr. Speaker, we welcome the help of
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
BACHUS) and ask that this bill come to
the floor soon so that we can cure this
oversight.
f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 15, 1999.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule III of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives. I
have the honor to transmit a sealed envelope
received from the White House on March 15,
1999 at 4:44 p.m. and said to contain a mes-
sage from the President whereby he submits
a 6-month periodic report on the national
emergency with respect to Iran.

With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,

JEFF TRANDAHL.

f

CONTINUING NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY WITH RESPECT TO IRAN—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 106-40)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and ordered
to be printed:
To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 401(c) of the
National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C.
1641(c), section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), and sec-
tion 505(c) of the International Secu-
rity and Development Cooperation Act
of 1985, 22 U.S.C. 2349aa–9(c), I transmit
herewith a 6-month periodic report on
the national emergency with respect to
Iran that was declared in Executive
Order 12957 of March 15, 1995.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 15, 1999.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 8, rule
XX, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered, or on which the vote
is objected to under clause 6 of rule
XX.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken later today.
f

WOMEN’S BUSINESS CENTER
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1999

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 774) to amend the Small Business
Act to change the conditions of partici-
pation and provide an authorization of
appropriations for the women’s busi-
ness center program, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 774

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Women’s
Business Center Amendments Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. CONDITIONS OF PARTICIPATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 29(c)(1) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 656(c)(1)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A) by inserting ‘‘and’’
after the semicolon at the end; and

(2) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (C)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(B) in the third, fourth, and fifth years, 1
non-Federal dollar for each Federal dollar.’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply beginning October
1, 1998.

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 29(k)(1) of the Small Business Act

(15 U.S.C. 656(k)(1)) is amended by striking
‘‘8,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘11,000,000’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. KELLY) and the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY).

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Today the House considers H.R. 774,
the Women’s Business Center Amend-
ments Act of 1999. As a member of the
Committee on Small Business, I know
how important this bill is to Members
on both sides of the aisle and to some
small business women throughout the
Nation. The committee held a hearing
in early February and thoroughly ex-
amined this program before drafting
the legislation. The committee marked
up H.R. 774 and unanimously passed it
on February 25.

Before I take a moment to explain
the bill, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Small Business, my col-
league from New York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ)
as well as the rest of my friends from
the Democratic side of the aisle for
their commitment to this issue and
their help in moving this legislation
forward.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues know,
March is Women’s History Month.
Throughout March we honor women
who have dedicated their lives to im-
proving the position of women society,
and we celebrate the achievements of
women throughout history. While this
month we celebrate the accomplish-
ments of the past, today we have the
opportunity to promote the success of
thousands of women in the future. The
ability of women-owned businesses to
flourish is crucial to our Nation’s eco-
nomic future.

Consider some of the following statis-
tics. Women entrepreneurs are starting
two-thirds of all small businesses in
this country. Women-owned businesses
are growing at twice the rate of all
other businesses. Women own nearly 40
percent of all businesses in the United
States of America.

I have been a small business owner,
and I know both the joy and heart-
break that comes from owning a busi-
ness. Additionally, as chair of the Con-
gressional Women’s Caucus, I have
heard much from women who want to
succeed in the business world. They
will do so if given a chance. Con-
sequently, this Congress has a respon-
sibility to do all we can to support the
growing economic force of women busi-
ness owners.

One way in which we can do this is to
support the Women’s Business Center
Program at the U.S. Small Business
Administration. Women’s business cen-
ters play a major role in empowering
women entrepreneurs with the tools
necessary to succeed in business. Right
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now there are more than 60 women’s
business centers operating in almost 40
States.
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Whether it is targeting low income

women, assisting women to focus their
business plans through courses on
workshops, or providing information
on access to capital, these centers tai-
lor their services to the communities
they serve.

The bottom line is that women’s
business centers contribute to the suc-
cess of thousands of women entre-
preneurs by enhancing their manage-
ment capacity and capability and offer-
ing the critical community infrastruc-
ture necessary for them to succeed in
today’s business climate.

The women’s business center pro-
gram is funded through the Small Busi-
ness Administration. It began as a
demonstration program in 1988. In 1993,
the program received only $1.5 million
per year. By 1997, Congress recognized
the program’s growth and success and
made the program permanent. It also
increased the program’s authorization
level to $8 million per year.

In the 106th Congress, the committee
has continued its interest and over-
sight in the program. As part of this
process, it became clear that while the
program was expanding to States that
do not currently have centers, existing
centers were experiencing obstacles to
their own growth. We also found that
the existing authorization level did not
adequately meet the needs of the pro-
gram.

H.R. 774 addresses both of these con-
cerns. First, H.R. 774 changes the fund-
ing ratio in the fifth year of funding to
ease the fund-raising burden on centers
entering their final year of Federal
funding. In the past, federally funded
centers had to raise two non-Federal
dollars to obtain one Federal dollar in
their fifth and final year of funding.

Some sites, particularly those lo-
cated in rural areas, have limited ac-
cess to foundations, corporations and
banks that provide the private funds
used to match the Federal funds. H.R.
774 eases this fund-raising burden by
changing the ratio of funding to one
non-Federal dollar for every one Fed-
eral dollar.

Second, H.R. 774 increases the au-
thorization of appropriations to $11
million in order to support expansion
of the program in fiscal year 2000. In
conclusion, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 774 is not
controversial legislation. The bill was
passed by the Committee on Small
Business unanimously.

I would like to thank the chairman,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. TAL-
ENT) for his efforts on this legislation.
I would also like to again thank the
ranking member, the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ) and
the entire Committee on Small Busi-
ness for their bipartisan work on this
legislation. I urge all of my colleagues
to support H.R. 774.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 774, the Women’s Busi-
ness Center Amendments Act of 1999,
legislation that I introduced in com-
mittee with the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. TALENT), the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD), the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. KELLY), the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs.
SCHAKOWSKY), the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. BONO), the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
(Mrs. MC CHRISTENSEN), the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) and the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HINOJOSA). It is fitting that this
bill, which will help America’s women
entrepreneurs succeed, is before the
House during Women’s History Month.

I thank the Members of the Commit-
tee on Small Business for their support
of this bill. I would also like to take
this opportunity to thank the chair-
man of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
TALENT), for all of his hard work on
this legislation and for being such a
strong supporter of the women’s busi-
ness center program.

My colleagues, the face of American
business is changing. Over the past 2
decades, we have seen phenomenal
growth in the number of women-owned
businesses. In 1976, women owned just 6
percent of this country’s businesses.
Today, that number has grown to over
35 percent. That is over 8 million busi-
nesses nationwide. By the year 2000, it
is expected that one out of every two
businesses will be owned by a woman.
That is a remarkable transformation
and one which will help more Ameri-
cans achieve the American dream.

In order to help women achieve this
goal, however, we must provide them
with the skills necessary to compete in
the global economy of the 21st century.
This is why the women’s business cen-
ter program is so important. These
centers provide a broad range of serv-
ices, including training and counseling,
to women in the area of finance, man-
agement and marketing. Currently, the
program serves an average of 2,000
women in 36 states and results in eco-
nomic development, new jobs, in-
creased earning potential and a larger
pool of skilled entrepreneurs. Thanks
to this program, countless women en-
trepreneurs have opened or expanded
their own business.

The women’s business center pro-
gram becomes even more important
when you realize its potential for help-
ing women move from welfare to work.
Women on public assistance often want
to start their own business but lack the
training and support necessary to ac-
complish this goal. Women’s business
centers show them how to turn their
skills and knowledge into a viable busi-
ness. By providing business counseling
and technical assistance, women’s cen-

ters are helping women entrepreneurs
break the cycle of poverty and become
economically self-sufficient. This is
one of the many remarkable stories of
this program.

Today’s legislation, H.R. 774, does
two important things to help the wom-
en’s business center program. First, it
increases the authorization level to $11
million for fiscal year 2000. This in-
crease of $3 million over the previous
authorization level will ensure the con-
tinued growth of this initiative. One of
the original goals of this program was
to give women in all 50 states access to
the business training and programs
that they need to become their own
boss. By providing an additional $3 mil-
lion, not only will we be helping exist-
ing centers but we can open new facili-
ties in currently underserved areas.
That means that more women will be
able to work toward the goal of self-
employment.

The second part of this legislation re-
duces the requirement in the fifth year
of funding. Currently, women’s busi-
ness centers are required to raise two
non-Federal dollars for every Federal
dollar they receive. In some cases, cen-
ters have been forced to cut back on
valuable services because they have
not been able to raise the money need-
ed to drawdown the full amount. Re-
ducing the fifth year match to a one-
to-one ratio, one Federal dollar for
every one non-Federal dollar, will
allow these valuable entrepreneurial
training services to continue without
interruption. This is a step that will
benefit everyone.

The legislation before us today rep-
resents an important investment in the
future of our country. As more and
more women decide to become their
own boss these centers will provide
them with the resources and training
they need to achieve this goal. No one
can deny that women have come a long
way in this country, but more needs to
be done. With women entrepreneurs
playing a critical role in the economic
health of our Nation, we must make
sure that they have access to the tools
they need for success. The public-pri-
vate partnership of the women’s busi-
ness center program helps meet this
critical need and today’s legislation
represents an important step in mak-
ing sure that we continue to move for-
ward with this program and empower-
ing our Nation’s women. I strongly sup-
port this legislation and I urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
BONO).

Mrs. BONO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of H.R. 774, the Women’s
Business Center Amendments Act of
1999. As a business woman, I share a
kindred spirit with the entrepreneurial
females of today. Anyone, be it a man
or a woman, who strikes it on their
own takes a certain amount of risk.
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Not only can you lose your investment
if your business does not succeed but
also your pride and spirit. So it is com-
forting to know that there is a re-
source for women to turn to when they
choose to start or expand their busi-
ness.

With women owning nearly 40 per-
cent of all firms in the United States,
it is obvious we have come a long way
towards achieving equity in the busi-
ness world. Through programs such as
the women’s business centers and the
hard work of the business women
themselves, maybe government assist-
ance will not even be necessary in the
near future. Congress can play a vital
role in helping women help themselves
and achieve this goal of self suffi-
ciency. Currently, women’s business
centers must raise two non-Federal
dollars to obtain one Federal dollar in
their fifth and final year of funding. By
changing the ratio to one Federal dol-
lar for one non-Federal dollar, we can
help these centers achieve an even
higher level of success.

While we must continue to reassess
this program and how it is best admin-
istered, I am confident that at this
point the women’s business centers
need and deserve our support.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members to
pass this important piece of legisla-
tion.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
yield as much time as she may con-
sume to the gentlewoman from Illinois
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, the
good news in our economy today is the
booming sector of women-owned busi-
nesses. We are seeing a dramatic in-
crease. Let me give you a couple of
numbers from the State of Illinois, my
State.

As of 1996, there were nearly 337,000
women-owned businesses in Illinois
employing nearly 950,000, almost a mil-
lion people, and generating $119.8 bil-
lion in sales.

During the period of 1987 and 1996, the
National Federation of Women-Owned
Businesses estimates that the number
of women-owned firms in Illinois has
increased by 75 percent, and that em-
ployment has grown by 201 percent and
sales have risen 252 percent, a pretty
good record.

In Chicago, we have the Women’s
Business Development Center, an orga-
nization that I have worked with for
many years and watched the kind of
nurturing they do of women-owned
businesses. They provide counseling,
entrepreneurial training, financial as-
sistance, loan packaging, certification
of women business enterprises, pro-
curement assistance at the State and
local and Federal levels and they also
do advocacy on women’s economic em-
powerment.

The majority of the clients of the
Women’s Business Development Center
are low income women. Fifty-three
percent are women of color and much
of their work helps women with self-
employment and microenterprise de-

velopment, and they also provide as-
sistance to women who have formerly
been on welfare. So we are saying that
they are providing women the ladder of
economic opportunity.

In my own town, I have an example
of a business that was assisted by the
Women’s Business Development Cen-
ter. It is not really a very dramatic
story but it is the kind of work that
they do every single day. A woman
named Victoria Fonseca came to the
Women’s Business Development Center
in November of 1997 with a desire to
open an establishment that is a wine
bar, a bistro and a wine retail store.
She had some experience in the busi-
ness but had not worked for herself at
all, had not established her own enter-
prise.

She went to the Women’s Business
Development Center, who assisted her
in developing a business plan and the
development of realistic projections.
The women’s business development
center packaged the loan for the Small
Business Administration women’s pre-
qualification loan program, and they
got that. There were many bumps
along the road in finding a location, in
finding a bank that would accept it,
and all the way the Women’s Business
Development Center was holding her
hand and leading her through the proc-
ess.

Finally, a location was found in
downtown Evanston and it required
redoing the projections to ensure that
the original loan amount was suffi-
cient.

Finally, last month the Sustained
Glass, an enterprise in Evanston, was
opened up and opened for business and,
again, is just one example of the many
businesses that have been assisted by
the Women’s Business Development
Center.
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So I would encourage support of this

bill, the increase in funding, the in-
crease in ability to access these dol-
lars, so that we can see more good news
for our economic sector, and business
development.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would
again urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 774, the Women’s Business Center
Amendments Act.

As we stand at the dawn of the 21st
century and think about the future,
this bill embodies the potential that
the next millennium holds for all of us.
It is a bill that will help women con-
tinue to realize their full potential and
take a bold step into the future, and
now is the time to act.

As our economy continues to bloom,
the need for more and more skilled
businesswomen and entrepreneurs be-
comes of paramount importance. Wom-
en’s business centers are vital in assur-
ing that all segments of our economy
are able to take advantage of the cur-
rent time of prosperity.

By providing women entrepreneurs
with the training they need to move to
economic independence, we help com-
munities throughout our country grow.
In my district in North Brooklyn,
many women entrepreneurs and small
businesses are poised to start or expand
their businesses. All they need is ac-
cess to some of the technical informa-
tion and training services that are
available through SBA. Today, by ex-
panding the women’s business centers,
we will take a step toward unlocking
that untapped potential in neighbor-
hoods throughout the country.

The type of work done by women’s
business centers is a catalyst for suc-
cess. Women’s business centers take
the promise of potential and turn it
into the reality of results, and I urge
all of my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this measure. It is an initiative
that will have a lasting positive impact
for the economic strength of our com-
munities, both now and in the future.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to offer my support for the
Women’s Business Center Amendments Act
of 1999. This important piece of legislation will
continue to help women business owners ob-
tain the necessary tools needed to succeed in
the competitive business environment.

Women business owners have historically
been under-served, or even excluded, from
past legislation aimed at assisting small busi-
nesses. This is unfortunate because women
are starting businesses at twice the rate of all
businesses. They employ over 23 million peo-
ple within the United States and contribute
well over $3 trillion to the economy. Yet they
still encounter obstacles when trying to foster
their growth.

The Women’s Business Center Amend-
ments Act of 1999 directly addresses this con-
cern by providing the technical assistance,
and training needed to gain access to credit
and capital needed to launch a new business.
Since 1988 these centers have proven their
usefulness by tailoring their services to the
particular needs of the community. Even
today, they continue to find more effective
ways to serve aspiring women entrepreneurs,
from inner cities to rural areas across the
country.

Given the proven success of this program,
and the positive impact it has on surrounding
communities, I fully support the need to in-
crease funding for this program, along with
changing the fifth year matching requirement
for federal support. The SBA has stated that
it is their goal to have a Women’s Business
Center in every state. Voting in support of this
legislation will greatly enhance the chances of
this becoming a reality.

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 774, the Women’s Business
Center Amendment Act. This valuable pro-
gram provides women entrepreneurs with as-
sistance in running their business, receiving
access to capital and other support they need
to succeed.

The number of women business owners is
increasing—by the year 2000 it is expected
that one out of every two businesses will be
owned by a woman. As women continue to
open businesses at twice the rate of men,
those numbers are only expected to grow. It is
vital that we strengthen this program to help



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1279March 16, 1999
create opportunities for women across the
country and ensure they can take advantage
of them.

H.R. 774 improves the Small Business Ad-
ministration’s Women’s Business Center Pro-
gram by increasing the authorization for fund-
ing by $3 million for Fiscal Year 2000, and re-
ducing the amount of private funding that cen-
ters are required to have in their fifth and final
year of operation. These two changes will
strengthen this valuable program by providing
additional funds so more Women’s Business
Centers can be opened and existing centers
can continue to offer a variety of services in
their fifth year.

This legislation will benefit the nineteenth
district of Illinois by helping rural women busi-
ness owners and promoting economic devel-
opment, and urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this important measure.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in
strong support of H.R. 774, the Women’s
Business Center Amendments Act.

In addition to reauthorizing this important
program, this bill will increase funding for the
Small Business Administration’s Women’s
Business Center program by $3 million. I
strongly support the vision of this program as
well as the increase in funding levels.

Providing assistance and services to women
considering entrepreneurial endeavors is vital
to the success of the economy of the 22nd
District of Columbia and our entire nation. On
the Central Coast, 80% of all business activity
is generated by small business, and many of
these businesses are run by women. Assisting
small businesses, and ensuring that the doors
of economic opportunity are open to all
women, are priorities for me in Congress.

Currently, there are only 60 Women’s Busi-
ness Centers in 36 states, but many more are
needed. At this time, women in my congres-
sional district must travel over 100 miles to
reach a center, and for many this distance
precludes them from availing themselves of
those resources. By increasing the funding for
this program, we will be able to reach out to
the many women that are now underserved on
the Central Coast and throughout the nation.

Women’s Business Centers assists women
entrepreneurs at all levels of business devel-
opment by teaching the principles of finance,
management and marketing. The program has
demonstrated particular success with low-in-
come, single and minority women.

The assistance provided at Women’s Busi-
ness Centers enables women to fight poverty
by giving them the tools to become self-suffi-
cient, successful business owners who are
leaders in their communities.

I strongly urge my colleagues to pass this
bill and support the Women’s Business Center
program.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I urge all
Members to support H.R. 774, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LIN-
DER). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. KELLY) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
774, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 774, the bill just consid-
ered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.
f

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT
EMPLOYEES WHISTLEBLOWER
PROTECTION ACT OF 1999
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,

I move to suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 858) to amend title 11,
District of Columbia Code, to extend
coverage under the whistleblower pro-
tection provisions of the District of Co-
lumbia Comprehensive Merit Personnel
Act of 1978 to personnel of the courts of
the District of Columbia.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 858

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘District of
Columbia Court Employees Whistleblower
Protection Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION FOR PER-

SONNEL OF THE COURTS OF THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter
17 of title 11, District of Columbia Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘§ 11–1733. Whistleblower protection for court

personnel
‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, section 1503 of the District of Columbia
Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978
(DC Code, sec. 1–616.3) shall apply to court
personnel, except that court personnel may
institute a civil action pursuant to sub-
section (c) of such section in the Superior
Court of the District of Columbia or the
United States District Court for the District
of Columbia.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subchapter II of chapter 17 of
title 11, District of Columbia Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
item:
‘‘11–1733. Whistleblower protection for court

personnel.’’.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by section 2 shall
take effect as if included in the enactment of
title XI of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. DAVIS of Virginia asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks, and include extra-
neous material.)

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
H.R. 858 is a straightforward, biparti-
san bill. It simply levels the playing
field by providing employees of the
D.C. Superior Court, many of whom are
my constituents, the same whistle-
blower protections that are enjoyed by
other city employees under the Dis-
trict’s Merit Personnel Act. It is also
in accordance with the protections
which cover employees in the Federal
court system. The only additional op-
tion we are providing for any claim-
ants, for obvious reasons, is the possi-
bility of seeking relief in either the
local or the Federal courts.

The reason we need this bill, and we
need to pass it in an expeditious fash-
ion, is because of an ongoing GAO
study of the financial and budgetary
practices of the District of Columbia
courts. At my request, management
practices are being included in the
GAO study.

On January 26, 1999, I joined with the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia
of the Committee on Appropriations,
and the ranking member of that sub-
committee, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN), in encouraging the
Superior Court to urge employees who
may have information useful to the
GAO auditors to step forward without
fear of retaliation. These assurances
were provided in the form of adminis-
trative orders. We are grateful for such
assurances. The bill is intended to pro-
vide statutory guarantees that can
back up the court’s order. It also plugs
a loophole in the law that would help
to ensure that Congress and others will
continue to get the most candid and
accurate information.

It is obviously very important that
when Congress asks for a GAO study,
that GAO auditors be in a position to
get the answers that they seek. Other-
wise, Congress could be basing its sub-
sequent oversight and legislation on
misleading data. H.R. 858 would help to
guarantee the integrity of the informa-
tion Congress will be receiving.

The D.C. Superior Court has over
1,000 employees and an annual budget
of over $128 million. Whistleblower pro-
tection is by now a time-honored meth-
od of uncovering waste, fraud, abuse
and mismanagement. It should also be
noted that Title XI of the D.C. Code,
which this bill amends, is the sole pre-
rogative of Congress to change under
the Home Rule Act.

I would emphasize that this legisla-
tion should not be misconstrued to cast
any aspersions on those responsible for
the sound management of the D.C. Su-
perior Court. We are merely backing up
the Court’s own directives by providing
routine protections which are overdue
and which could help the GAO and Con-
gress to receive the most accurate in-
formation.
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The Congressional Budget Office has

assured us that this bill will not affect
direct spending or receipts, and I want
to urge passage of H.R. 858.

Mr. Speaker, we have a number of co-
sponsors to this bill, and I want to
thank the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
BURTON) for moving this through the
Committee on Government Reform so
expeditiously and my colleague, the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON) for her help in the
drafting of this.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) for bringing
the District of Columbia Court Em-
ployees Whistleblower Protection Act
of 1999 to the House floor today. May I
also thank the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK), the chairman of the
Subcommittee on the District of Co-
lumbia of the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. MORAN), the ranking member, for
their work on the problems underlying
this bill. I am an original cosponsor of
this noncontroversial legislation, and I
am pleased to have been so.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 858 amends Title
XI of the District of Columbia Code to
provide a new section affording whis-
tleblower protections to D.C. court per-
sonnel. Congressional action is re-
quired because the District’s Home
Rule Charter allows only the Congress
to amend Title XI, which relates to the
Federal judiciary. As well, the Federal
assumption of D.C. court costs in the
District of Columbia Revitalization
and Self-Government Improvement Act
of 1997, known as the Revitalization
Act, leaves Congress as the body with
principal oversight over the D.C.
courts.

May I say that we remain very
pleased and gratified that through ac-
tion of the Congress, the Federal Gov-
ernment has taken over certain State
functions that no city could carry
today.

While this bill addresses an impor-
tant issue, I want to indicate that
there are other concerns as well that
are similar, and perhaps other inevi-
table gaps in the law affecting the pub-
lic safety elements of the Revitaliza-
tion Act that were transferred because,
after all, we were dealing with a very
large transfer in that act.

I appreciate that the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) has agreed that
the Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform will hold hearings in the
spring on the other outstanding issues,
especially those affecting the courts
and halfway houses. Meanwhile, I agree
that whistleblower protection is needed
now in order to allow the GAO to pro-
ceed on an investigation of certain as-
pects of the D.C. court system.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 858 would grant
D.C. court personnel the same whistle-
blower protections currently enjoyed

by other D.C. employees under the Dis-
trict’s Merit Personnel Act. An em-
ployee who discloses what she reason-
ably believes to be a violation of law,
misuse of government resources or
funds, should always be protected. In
addition, H.R. 858 would allow court
employees to bring a civil action in ei-
ther D.C. Superior Court or the United
States Court for violation of whistle-
blower protections. District court ju-
risdiction is appropriate, considering
that it is the Superior Court that
might be the subject of litigation, and
also because of the jurisdiction of the
Federal Government over the district
courts under the Revitalization Act.

Mr. Speaker, let me emphasize that I
have full confidence in Superior Court
Chief Judge Eugene Hamilton who has
indicated, and I am quoting him, that
‘‘There has not been, nor will there be,
any retaliation or any other adverse
consequences to any employee as a re-
sult of cooperating with the audit.’’
Judge Hamilton has issued his own
order to this effect.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 858, applying the
same whistleblower protection to court
employees that other D.C. employees
now rely upon, should bolster Judge
Hamilton’s orders to court manage-
ment to fully comply with the GAO re-
quests. I urge my colleagues to support
this noncontroversial legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I include for the RECORD the Congres-
sional Budget Office cost estimate and
the statement of administration pol-
icy, the support from the administra-
tion.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

(This statement has been coordinated by
OMB with the concerned agencies.)

H.R. 858—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT EM-
PLOYEES WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION ACT
OF 1999

(Rep. Davis (R) VA and 3 cosponsors)
The Administration supports H.R. 858,

which would extend coverage under the whis-
tleblower protection provisions of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Comprehensive Merit Per-
sonnel Act of 1978 to personnel of the courts
of the District of Columbia. The change
would protect these employees from losing
their jobs or otherwise being penalized for
disclosing violations of the law or misuse of
government funds or resources. Similar pro-
tection is already provided to most District
employees.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST
ESTIMATE—MARCH 15, 1999

H.R. 858—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT EM-
PLOYEES’ WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION ACT
OF 1999—AS ORDERED REPORTED BY THE
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
ON MARCH 10, 1999

H.R. 858 would amend District of Columbia
statutes to extend protection from retalia-
tory action to court personnel who disclose
seemingly unlawful or fraudulent practices.
Protection would also extend to D.C. court
personnel who participate in an investiga-
tion into alleged violations of law or refuse
to participate in activities that are fraudu-
lent or unlawful. Under the bill, court em-
ployees could seek relief from violations by
filing civil claims in either the Superior

Court of the District of Columbia or the U.S.
District Court for the District of Columbia.
CBO estimates that enacting H.R. 858 would
have little or no effect on the federal budget.
The bill would not affect direct spending or
receipts; therefore, pay-as-you-go procedures
would not apply.

H.R. 858 contains an intergovernmental
mandate as defined in the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act (UMRA) because it would
impose enforceable duties on the District of
Columbia with regard to the treatment of
court personnel. CBO estimates that the
costs of complying with this mandate would
be minimal. H.R. 858 contains no private-sec-
tor mandates as defined in UMRA.

The CBO staff contacts are John R. Right-
er (for federal costs), who can be reached at
226–2860, and Susan Sieg (for the state and
local impact), who can be reached at 225–3220.
This estimate was approved by Robert A.
Sunshine, Deputy Assistant Director for
Budget Analysis.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to add my voice in support of H.R. 858, the
District of Columbia Whistleblower Act. I com-
mend Committee Chairman DAN BURTON and
D.C. Subcommittee Chairman TOM DAVIS for
bringing this legislation to the House floor in a
timely manner.

H.R. 858 merely extends the same whistle-
blower protections to employees of the D.C.
Superior Court that federal employees and
District of Columbia workers enjoy. The bill
also gives D.C. Superior Court employees the
option of taking complaints of wrongdoing to
the local or to the federal courts.

It is my understanding that the General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) is conducting a study of
the financial operations and the management
practices of the D.C. courts. This legislation
will give D.C. Superior Court workers the con-
fidence and security they need to step forward
with information that may be helpful to the
GAO.

Whenever waste, fraud, and abuse occur
within a federal agency or within a federal or
local court, there are employees who know
about it and are angered by it. These employ-
ees need to know that they will not suffer
damage to their careers if they uncover and
try to correct these abuses. Pentagon employ-
ees who report millions of dollars of wasteful
spending and lawyers at the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission who question the safety of
nuclear plants are all assured that they will not
suffer retaliation for disclosing wrongdoing
within their agencies. H.R. 858 will also en-
sure that dedicated civil servants within the
D.C. Superior Court will receive the statutory
protection that they deserve for the disclosure
of accurate information regarding mismanage-
ment and abuse within the courts.

As the Vice-Chair of the D.C. Subcommit-
tee, I am proud to be an original cosponsor of
H.R. 858. Let me add that, in no way, do I
mean to suggest that there is rampant mis-
management or abuse within the D.C. Supe-
rior Court. This legislation merely levels the
playing field for Court employees and corrects
an inequity in the law that will help to strength-
en the D.C. court system. Protecting D.C. Su-
perior Court employees who disclose govern-
ment waste and mismanagement is a major
step toward a more effective court system,
which is essential to the revitalization of the
District of Columbia.

Many of the 1,000 employees of the D.C.
Superior Court live in my congressional dis-
trict, and I am pleased to be part of this effort
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to afford them the same whistleblower protec-
tions that cover all workers in the city of D.C.
and throughout the federal government.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 858.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise

in support of the District of Columbia Court
Employees Whistleblower Protection Act of
1999 (H.R. 858).

My colleagues, this is important legislation.
It deserves strong bi-partisan support.
As my good friends TOM DAVIS and ELEA-

NOR HOLMES NORTON acknowledge this legis-
lation is important to correct an error that has
permitted employees of the District’s Superior
and Appeals Courts to operate without any
whistleblower protection.

The error was probably an oversight.
As part of home-rule back in 1971, Con-

gress fused the functions of state and munici-
pal court functions to produce the D.C. Supe-
rior Court and the D.C. Court of Appeals.

Both courts are funded by the city, but their
judges are nominated for 15-year terms by the
President and confirmed by the Senate.

Apparently no one sought or succeeded in
extending the District’s merit protection laws to
court employees.

As a result, court employees have lacked
the same whistleblower protections all other
district government employees receive.

Unfortunately, it took a series of troubling
events to bring this issue back to the attention
of Congress.

Last fall, I was contacted by several court-
appointed attorneys handling both criminal and
child abuse cases who indicated that they
were not being paid because the D.C. Supe-
rior Court was running out of money.

Some of these billable hours remained un-
paid for up to 6 months.

From these initial calls, it became apparent
that the Superior Court was facing a severe fi-
nancial crisis.

Probing further a number of charges were
raised about the Court’s financial management
practices.

These charges range from mismanagement
to specific misdeeds.

On September 22, 1998, D.C. Appropria-
tions Chairman Charles Taylor and I asked the
General Accounting Office to conduct an audit
of the Court’s financial and personnel prac-
tices.

In response to reports that some court per-
sonnel were reluctant to cooperate with GAO’s
audit for fear of retaliation, I joined Reps. TOM
DAVIS and ERNEST ISTOOK on January 26th of
this year in a letter sent to Chief Judge Eu-
gene Hamilton asking him to ensure that no
court employees were retaliated against for
cooperating with GAO auditors.

Judge Hamilton has assured us of his co-
operation, but reports on employees’ fear of
retaliation have continued.

It is for this reason, that we are now com-
pelled to move forward with whistleblower pro-
tection legislation.

It is my sincere hope that the Court will re-
ceive a clean audit, but it is critical Congress
and the residents of the District of Columbia
have full confidence that their courts operate
with sound financial and personnel practices.

This legislation will help give us the con-
fidence these goals are attainable.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
DAVIS) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 858.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 858.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

f

FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD
RETIREMENT PORTABILITY ACT

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 807) to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide portability of
service credit for persons who leave
employment with the Federal Reserve
Board to take positions with other
Government agencies, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 807

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Re-
serve Board Retirement Portability Act’’.
SEC. 2. PORTABILITY OF SERVICE CREDIT.

(a) CREDITABLE SERVICE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 8411(b) of title 5,

United States Code, is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (3);
(B) in paragraph (4)—
(i) by striking ‘‘of the preceding provi-

sions’’ and inserting ‘‘other paragraph’’; and
(ii) by striking the period at the end and

inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(5) a period of service (other than any

service under any other paragraph of this
subsection, any military service, and any
service performed in the employ of a Federal
Reserve Bank) that was creditable under the
Bank Plan (as defined in subsection (i)), if
the employee waives credit for such service
under the Bank Plan and makes a payment
to the Fund equal to the amount that would
have been deducted from pay under section
8422(a) had the employee been subject to this
chapter during such period of service (to-
gether with interest on such amount com-
puted under paragraphs (2) and (3) of section
8334(e)).

Paragraph (5) shall not apply in the case of
any employee as to whom subsection (g) (or,
to the extent subchapter III of chapter 83 is
involved, section 8332(n)) otherwise applies.’’.

(2) BANK PLAN DEFINED.—Section 8411 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(i) For purposes of subsection (b)(5), the
term ‘Bank Plan’ means the benefit struc-
ture in which employees of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System ap-

pointed on or after January 1, 1984, partici-
pate, which benefit structure is a component
of the Retirement Plan for Employees of the
Federal Reserve System, established under
section 10 of the Federal Reserve Act (and
any redesignated or successor version of such
benefit structure, if so identified in writing
by the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System for purposes of this chapter).’’.

(b) EXCLUSION FROM CHAPTER 84.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

8402(b) of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by striking the matter before sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting the following:

‘‘(2)(A) any employee or Member who has
separated from the service after—

‘‘(i) having been subject to—
‘‘(I) subchapter III of chapter 83 of this

title;
‘‘(II) subchapter I of chapter 8 of title I of

the Foreign Service Act of 1980; or
‘‘(III) the benefit structure for employees

of the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System appointed before January 1,
1984, that is a component of the Retirement
Plan for Employees of the Federal Reserve
System, established under section 10 of the
Federal Reserve Act; and

‘‘(ii) having completed—
‘‘(I) at least 5 years of civilian service cred-

itable under subchapter III of chapter 83 of
this title;

‘‘(II) at least 5 years of civilian service
creditable under subchapter I of chapter 8 of
title I of the Foreign Service Act of 1980; or

‘‘(III) at least 5 years of civilian service
(other than any service performed in the em-
ploy of a Federal Reserve Bank) creditable
under the benefit structure for employees of
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System appointed before January 1,
1984, that is a component of the Retirement
Plan for Employees of the Federal Reserve
System, established under section 10 of the
Federal Reserve Act,

determined without regard to any deposit or
redeposit requirement under either such sub-
chapter or under such benefit structure, or
any requirement that the individual become
subject to either such subchapter or to such
benefit structure after performing the serv-
ice involved; or’’.

(2) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (d) of section
8402 of title 5, United States Code, is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(d) Paragraph (2) of subsection (b) shall
not apply to an individual who—

‘‘(1) becomes subject to—
‘‘(A) subchapter II of chapter 8 of title I of

the Foreign Service Act of 1980 (relating to
the Foreign Service Pension System) pursu-
ant to an election; or

‘‘(B) the benefit structure in which em-
ployees of the Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System appointed on or after
January 1, 1984, participate, which benefit
structure is a component of the Retirement
Plan for Employees of the Federal Reserve
System, established under section 10 of the
Federal Reserve Act (and any redesignated
or successor version of such benefit struc-
ture, if so identified in writing by the Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System
for purposes of this chapter); and

‘‘(2) subsequently enters a position in
which, but for paragraph (2) of subsection
(b), such individual would be subject to this
chapter.’’.

(c) PROVISIONS RELATING TO CERTAIN
FORMER EMPLOYEES.—A former employee of
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System who—

(1) has at least 5 years of civilian service
(other than any service performed in the em-
ploy of a Federal Reserve Bank) creditable
under the benefit structure for employees of
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System appointed before January 1,
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1984, that is a component of the Retirement
Plan for Employees of the Federal Reserve
System, established under section 10 of the
Federal Reserve Act;

(2) was subsequently employed subject to
the benefit structure in which employees of
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System appointed on or after January
1, 1984, participate, which benefit structure
is a component of the Retirement Plan for
Employees of the Federal Reserve System,
established under section 10 of the Federal
Reserve Act (and any redesignated or succes-
sor version of such benefit structure, if so
identified in writing by the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System for
purposes of chapter 84 of title 5, United
States Code); and

(3) after service described in paragraph (2),
becomes subject to and thereafter entitled to
benefits under chapter 84 of title 5, United
States Code,
shall, for purposes of section 302 of the Fed-
eral Employees’ Retirement System Act of
1986 (100 Stat. 601; 5 U.S.C. 8331 note) be con-
sidered to have become subject to chapter 84
of title 5, United States Code, pursuant to an
election under section 301 of such Act.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to succeeding pro-

visions of this subsection, this section and
the amendments made by this section shall
take effect on the date of enactment of this
Act.

(2) PROVISIONS RELATING TO CREDITABILITY
AND CERTAIN FORMER EMPLOYEES.—The
amendments made by subsection (a) and the
provisions of subsection (c) shall apply only
to individuals who separate from service sub-
ject to chapter 84 of title 5, United States
Code, on or after the date of enactment of
this Act.

(3) PROVISIONS RELATING TO EXCLUSION
FROM CHAPTER.—The amendments made by
subsection (b) shall not apply to any former
employee of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System who, subsequent to
his or her last period of service as an em-
ployee of the Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System and prior to the date of
enactment of this Act, became subject to
subchapter III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of
title 5, United States Code, under the law in
effect at the time of the individual’s appoint-
ment.
SEC. 3. CERTAIN TRANSFERS TO BE TREATED AS

A SEPARATION FROM SERVICE FOR
PURPOSES OF THE THRIFT SAVINGS
PLAN.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 84 OF TITLE 5,
UNITED STATES CODE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter III of chapter
84 of title 5, United States Code, is amended
by inserting before section 8432 the follow-
ing:
‘‘§ 8431. Certain transfers to be treated as a

separation
‘‘(a) For purposes of this subchapter, sepa-

ration from Government employment in-
cludes a transfer from a position that is sub-
ject to one of the retirement systems de-
scribed in subsection (b) to a position that is
not subject to any of them.

‘‘(b) The retirement systems described in
this subsection are—

‘‘(1) the retirement system under this
chapter;

‘‘(2) the retirement system under sub-
chapter III of chapter 83; and

‘‘(3) any other retirement system under
which individuals may contribute to the
Thrift Savings Fund through withholdings
from pay.’’.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 84 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting before
the item relating to section 8432 the follow-
ing:

‘‘8431. Certain transfers to be treated as a
separation.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsection
(b) of section 8351 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by redesignating paragraph
(11) as paragraph (8), and by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(9) For the purpose of this section, separa-
tion from Government employment includes
a transfer described in section 8431.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to transfers occurring before, on, or after the
date of enactment of this Act, except that,
for purposes of applying such amendments
with respect to any transfer occurring before
such date of enactment, the date of such
transfer shall be considered to be the date of
enactment of this Act. The Executive Direc-
tor (within the meaning of section 8401(13) of
title 5, United States Code) may prescribe
any regulations necessary to carry out this
subsection.
SEC. 4. CLARIFYING AMENDMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section
3304 of title 5, United States Code, as added
by section 2 of Public Law 105–339, is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (4);
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3)

as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and
(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(2) If selected, a preference eligible or vet-

eran described in paragraph (1) shall acquire
competitive status and shall receive a career
or career-conditional appointment, as appro-
priate.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if
enacted on October 31, 1998.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MICA) and the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MICA).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 807, as amended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, this morning I would

like to take this opportunity to com-
mend the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SCARBOROUGH), the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Civil Services, for in-
troducing this legislation. I also would
like to take this opportunity to thank
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CUMMINGS), the distinguished ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Civil
Service, for his strong support for this
legislation.

I also want to take this opportunity
to thank the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON), the chairman of the
Committee on Government Reform,
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
WAXMAN), the ranking member, for
their support on this bill and also mov-
ing it through the committee process
in an expedited fashion. I also wanted
to take this opportunity to extend my

congratulations and thanks to the gen-
tlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA) for her strong support, not
only of this legislation, but the gentle-
woman is one of the most active indi-
viduals in the Congress in support of
our Federal employees, no matter what
capacity they serve our Federal Gov-
ernment in, and the citizens of Amer-
ica.

Mr. Speaker, this bipartisan legisla-
tion today will provide retirement
portability for certain Federal Reserve
Board employees who take jobs in our
executive branch of government. This
legislation will allow those employees
who participate in the Board’s FERS-
like retirement plan, and FERS is our
Federal Employee Retirement System,
for those not familiar with the acro-
nym, to obtain FERS credit for their
Federal Reserve years when they trans-
fer to another Federal agency.

b 1145

The Federal Reserve already provides
such reciprocity for employees who
transfer to the Federal Reserve from
other Federal agencies. Without this
corrective legislation today, former
Board employees would receive smaller
annuities upon retirement than they
otherwise should and they otherwise
deserve.

This is a simple bill that also cor-
rects an inequity in current law that
prevents some Federal employees from
withdrawing their funds from their
Thrift Savings Plan accounts.

Under current law, employees par-
ticipating in the Thrift Savings Plan
who transfer to the Federal Reserve
Board from other Federal agencies are
not permitted to withdraw funds from
their Thrift Savings Plan accounts.

Current law specifies that employees,
and I will quote from the law, ‘‘must
separate from government employ-
ment,’’ in order to be entitled to with-
draw funds. However, employment at
the Board is considered to be govern-
ment employment. Therefore, employ-
ees who transfer to the Board and com-
mence participation in the Federal Re-
serves retirement plan may not with-
draw the funds in their Thrift Savings
Plan accounts.

Section 3 of this legislation corrects
that problem by allowing our Federal
employees who have transferred or will
transfer to the Board to move the
funds in their Thrift Savings accounts
to the Board’s thrift plan.

Mr. Speaker, sections 3’s technical
correction, along with the portability
language in section 2, are appropriate
and necessary remedies to ensure
Board employees fair treatment under
our current law.

Section 4 of this bill is also critically
important to the men and women who
have served our Nation under arms. It
clarifies the Veterans Employment Op-
portunities Act that we passed last
year to ensure that our veterans will
receive their benefits that Congress in-
tended when it passed the Act again in
the last session of Congress.
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Mr. Speaker, with those opening

comments, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) for moving swiftly to bring
this bipartisan bill to the floor.

Under current law, if an employee of
the Federal Reserve Board leaves to
work for another Federal agency, the
employee is required to join FERS, the
Federal Employees Retirement Sys-
tem. Under the current FERS statute,
time spent working at the Board after
1988 does not count as credible service
towards a FERS annuity. This is sim-
ply not fair. As a result, these employ-
ees will receive smaller pensions upon
retirement.

This outcome resulted from an over-
sight that occurred when the FERS
statute was written in late 1980s. It af-
fects Federal Reserve Board employees
hired after 1983 who continued working
at the Board after 1988.

In human terms, the problem affects
approximately 50 employees who have
already left the Board for other agen-
cies. But if not addressed, it will poten-
tially affect approximately 1,000 peo-
ple, translating into 60 percent of the
Board’s current workforce should they
move to other agencies and then retire
under FERS.

In the long run, if the problem is left
unaddressed, an ever-larger proportion
of the Board’s workforce will be poten-
tially affected in the same manner.

Last week, H.R. 807 was marked up
by full committee, and two amend-
ments were offered and approved by the
committee that further enhanced the
bill, and a bill that Congress passed
last year, the Veterans Employment
Opportunities Act of 1998.

Due to an amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH), the bill will also allow cur-
rent and future Federal employees who
transfer to the Federal Reserve Board
to transfer the funds from their FERS
Thrift Savings accounts to the Federal
Reserve through a savings plan.

At present, current law dictates that
Federal employees who participate in
the TSP, then transfer to the Board,
cannot withdraw funds from their TSP
account. The affected employees can
no longer contribute money to their
TSP or transfer money from their TSP
accounts to the Board’s thrift plan.
They also lose the option to borrow
money from their TSP, which is an op-
tion that should be available to them
as Federal employees.

The Federal Reserve Board has re-
quested this technical correction, and I
am pleased to support it. During the
last Congress, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MICA), former chairman of
the Subcommittee on Civil Service,
and myself, worked hard to see that
the Veterans Employment Opportuni-
ties Act of 1998 be enacted. I applaud
him for all of his efforts.

This Act improves the ability of vet-
erans to compete during the Federal

hiring process, extends veterans’ pref-
erence to all branches of the Federal
Government, and instructs the Sec-
retary of Labor to maintain a database
of contractors who have filed reports
on the number of veterans they have
hired.

Since the enactment of this legisla-
tion, concerns have arisen regarding
OPM’s interpretation of a section of
the Act providing for the hiring of vet-
erans by Federal agencies. OPM inter-
preted the language in the act to mean
that veterans could be hired for a Fed-
eral job as schedule B appointees rath-
er than as career status appointees.
Schedule B appointments are not af-
forded the same rights and privileges
as career status employees.

This issue was discussed with our
counterparts in the Senate and with
OPM. All parties agreed that language
was needed to clarify the original in-
tent of the Congress. This clarifying
language is reflected in the amendment
of the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MICA). Again I compliment him for
that. The amendment will ensure
American veterans are hired.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
DAVIS), chairman of the NRCC and also
chair of the Subcommittee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, who has brought the
District of Columbia from the depths of
disaster to fiscal soundness.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me this time. The introduc-
tion is longer than my speech, I am
afraid.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 807, the Federal Reserve Board
Retirement Portability Act introduced
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SCARBOROUGH) and of which I am proud
to be a cosponsor.

This bill correct two technical over-
sights that significantly harm the abil-
ity of the 1,700 Reserve Board employ-
ees who work at the facility’s Washing-
ton headquarters to pursue career op-
portunities open to all other Federal
employees.

This legislation will accord Federal
Reserve Board employees, many of
whom live in my District, some of the
same privileges that other Federal em-
ployees enjoy. The Board currently has
its own retirement plan covering em-
ployees hired prior to 1984 under the
Civil Service Retirement System as
well as a bank plan for those hired
after that date.

Those covered under the CSRS plan
have had the pension reciprocity and
enjoyed pension civil service port-
ability. Unfortunately, due to a tech-
nical oversight when the Federal re-
tirement system, the FERS system,
was created, those employees covered
solely by the bank plan are not allowed
to credit their service with the Federal
Reserve to FERS if they leave for an-
other employment opportunity within

the Executive Branch. Conversely,
under current Federal law, Federal em-
ployees who transfer to the Federal Re-
serve Board are given portability.

The result of this oversight is that
Board employees may face a reduced
pension that does not accurately re-
flect their years of service to the Fed-
eral Government. As a matter of fact,
Federal Reserve Board employees may
collect a reduced pension from both the
FERS and the Board plan that does not
equal a FERS pension corrected to re-
flect continuous government service.
This problem hinders the career oppor-
tunities of Board employees and limits
the ability of other Federal Govern-
ment agencies to recruit those individ-
uals.

H.R. 807 also makes another tech-
nical correction to allow Federal em-
ployees who transfer to the Federal Re-
serve Board from other Federal agen-
cies to have access to their Thrift Sav-
ings Plan. Presently, Federal employ-
ees who transfer to the Board cannot
access their TSP, nor can they roll
those TSP dollars over to the Board’s
thrift plan. Again, this harms the em-
ployment opportunities of Federal em-
ployees and limits some of the choices
they might otherwise enjoy.

H.R. 807 will give the Federal Reserve
Board the necessary tools to attract
the most qualified candidates from
within the Executive Branch.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH), chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Civil Service and his pinch-hit-
ter today, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MICA), former chairman, who en-
dorses this legislation. It is a worth-
while bill that deserves the support of
every Member.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
807, the Federal Reserve Board Retirement
Portability Act introduced by Representative
SCARBOROUGH and of which I am proud to be
a cosponsor. This bill corrects two technical
oversights that significantly harm the ability of
the 1700 Federal Reserve Board employees
who work at the facility’s Washington head-
quarters to pursue career opportunities open
to other federal employees.

This legislation will accord Federal Reserve
Board employees—many of whom live in my
Congressional district—some of the same
privileges that other federal employees enjoy.
The Federal Reserve Board currently has its
own retirement plan covering employees hired
prior to 1984 under the Civil Service Retire-
ment System (CSRS) as well as a Bank plan
for those hired after that date. Those covered
under the CSRS plan have had pension reci-
procity and enjoyed pension civil service port-
ability. Unfortunately, due to a technical over-
sight when the Federal Retirement System
(FERS) was created, those employees cov-
ered solely by the bank plan are not allowed
to credit their service with the Federal Reserve
to FERS if they leave for another employment
opportunity within the Executive branch. Con-
versely, under current law, Federal employees
who transfer to the Federal Reserve Board are
given portability.

The result of this oversight is that Board
employees may face a reduced pension that
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does not accurately reflect their years of serv-
ice to the federal government. As a matter of
fact, Federal Reserve Board employees may
collect a reduced pension from both the FERS
and the Board plan that does not equal a
FERS pension corrected to reflect continuous
government service. This problem hinders the
career opportunities of Federal Reserve em-
ployees and limits the ability of other federal
government agencies to recruit these individ-
uals.

H.R. 807 also makes another technical cor-
rection to allow federal employees who trans-
fer to the Federal Reserve Board from other
federal agencies to have access to their Thrift
Savings Plans (TSP). Presently, federal em-
ployees who transfer to the Federal Reserve
Board cannot access their TSP, nor can they
roll those TSP dollars over to the Board’s thrift
plan. Again, this harms the employment op-
portunities of federal employees and limits
some of the choices they might otherwise
enjoy. H.R. 807 will give the Federal Reserve
Board the necessary tools to attract the most
qualified candidates from within the Executive
Branch.

H.R. 807 substantially corrects these prob-
lems and it recognizes the importance of treat-
ing all federal employees fairly. When we ig-
nore these technical oversights, we send our
federal employees the wrong message. By ad-
dressing the retirement program problems at
the Federal Reserve, we enhance that Agen-
cy’s ability to attract and retain the most quali-
fied individuals.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend my
colleague, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Chairman of the
Civil Service Subcommittee for introducing this
legislation. H.R. 807 is a worthwhile bill that
deserves the support of every Member, and I
urge my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to vote in favor of this legislation.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS)
for his comments. I agree with him.
This legislation is extremely impor-
tant. Although it affects 50 people now
and will eventually affect 1,000 people,
this is a perfect example of the Con-
gress working in a bipartisan manner
to put a face on legislation and to ad-
dress the problems that these Members
of the Federal Reserve System are fac-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Maryland
(Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in very strong support of this bill, H.R.
807. Through the portability, it pro-
vides equity for those employees who
so deserve it. It is indeed a bipartisan
piece of legislation.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH) for in-
troducing it, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS), ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Civil
Service, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MICA), the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. DAVIS), and all of the Mem-
bers who have voted unanimously on a
committee level in favor of this bill

which allows the Federal Reserve
Board employees to count their years
of service there toward a civil service
retirement plan if they later work for
another government agency.

It is the kind of equity that we must
offer our employees to be able to re-
cruit and retain the very finest as we
currently have. So I am most support-
ive of this legislation; and, as the rank-
ing minority member mentioned, I
hope that this is a hallmark and a pro-
totype of continued bipartisan legisla-
tion to help our civil service.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

Mr. Speaker, we have no further
speakers, but I just want to reempha-
size the fact that this legislation is one
that just shows how fast this Congress
can move. When we heard about the
problems, when the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MICA), our former chair-
man, was chairman heard about this
problem during testimony, we imme-
diately moved to address it. We set
deadlines that were met.

I think that that is the way Ameri-
cans want their government to work.
This time we have gotten this legisla-
tion in early. We will do everything in
our power of course to make sure that
it moves swiftly through the other
body.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge all of
my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to focus
some attention for a few moments on
section 4 of H.R. 807. This section is
particularly important to our Nation’s
veterans. I want to thank again the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH), who is the chairman now of
the Subcommittee on Civil Service,
and also thank again the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS), the
ranking member, for their strong sup-
port for this section and revision that
has been provided space in this bill.

When the Committee on Government
Reform marked up H.R. 807, I was able
to add section 4 in order to perfect the
language of Public Law 105–339, the
Veterans Employment Opportunities
Act, which passed in the last session in
1998. That bill, which I had the pleasure
of introducing with others in the
House, expanded veterans employment
opportunities and strengthened veter-
ans preference in our civil service sys-
tem.

b 1200

It was an important bill to our Na-
tion’s veterans. In fact, it was called
the most significant veterans pref-
erence legislation since World War II
and was strongly supported by every
one of our Nation’s veterans service or-
ganizations.

A key provision of that act allowed
veterans to compete for civil service
jobs even if they did not have the sta-

tus as Federal employees. Before the
act was passed, competition for many
jobs was limited to current Federal
employees. However, after the act was
passed, the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment raised an important technical
issue. OPM held that individuals who
were selected under this provision
could not be appointed to competitive
service unless they already had what is
known as competitive status. Instead,
the Office of Personnel Management
instructed agencies to provide these in-
dividuals with excepted service ap-
pointments.

As excepted service employees, these
veterans would have, in fact, fewer
rights than their colleagues in the
competitive service. Most importantly,
as excepted service employees, these
veterans would not be able to compete
for other agency jobs under internal
merit promotion procedures. This was
not what I intended; this was not what
Congress intended. Congress intended
that veterans appointed under this pro-
vision would have all of the rights of
their fellow employees in a particular
agency.

Mr. Speaker, the majority and the
minority staffs of the Subcommittee
on Civil Service and of the Senate
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs met
with the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment’s experts to discuss this problem.
Section 4 enacts language suggested by
the Office of Personnel Management.
Under this language, in fact, veterans
who are selected under the access pro-
vision of the Veterans Employment Op-
portunities Act will receive competi-
tive appointments and competitive sta-
tus. That is what we intended and that
is what Congress wants. They will have
the same rights as their coworkers.

Mr. Speaker, we have discussed this
situation extensively with veterans’ or-
ganizations and various service groups
represented by veterans. They are
keenly interested in resolving this
problem and have urged Congress to
act as quickly as possible to correct
and clarify this situation and cure this
problem. They strongly support section
4, and I urge all Members to support
section 4 and also this legislation.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, this bill is
really about fairness. The Federal Re-
serve already allows Federal employees
who transfer there to receive credit for
their years of service at other agencies.
Congress should provide reciprocal
rights under the Federal employees’ re-
tirement system for those Federal Re-
serve employees who transfer to other
agencies, particularly when the cost is
negligible. Likewise, there is no reason
to deny individuals who transfer to the
Federal Reserve the right to withdraw
their funds from their own thrift sav-
ings plan accounts.

Section 4 of this bill, as I stated, is
extremely important to our Nation’s
veterans. It will, again, clarify the
meaning of the Veterans Employment
Opportunities Act, which was passed in
the last Congress. Congress intended
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that those veterans selected for Fed-
eral employment under the access pro-
visions of that act would have the very
same rights as their coworkers and
compete for other jobs. Both Repub-
licans and Democrats support this leg-
islation, as does the administration.
We have worked very closely with the
Federal Reserve Board, the Office of
Personnel Management, the Federal
Retirement Thrift Investment Board,
and others in crafting the language be-
fore the House of Representatives this
morning.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 807, as amended, is
a good piece of legislation, a bipartisan
piece of legislation, and a fair bill. It is
important to our Federal employees at
the Federal Reserve Board, it is also
important to those who have served
our Nation. I urge all Members to vote
for H.R. 807, as amended.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LIN-
DER). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MICA) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 807, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read:

‘‘A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide portability of
service credit for persons who leave
employment with the Federal Reserve
Board to take positions with other
Government agencies, and for other
purposes.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

RECOGNIZING AND HONORING JOE
DIMAGGIO

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 105) recognizing and
honoring Joe DiMaggio.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 105

Whereas Joseph Paul (‘‘Joe’’) DiMaggio
was born in Martinez, California, on Novem-
ber 25, 1914;

Whereas Joe DiMaggio was the son of Sicil-
ian immigrants, Joseph Paul and Rosalia
DiMaggio, and was the 2nd of 3 brothers to
play Major League Baseball;

Whereas Joe DiMaggio played 13 seasons in
the major leagues, all for the New York Yan-
kees;

Whereas Joe DiMaggio, who wore Number 5
in Yankee pinstripes, became a baseball icon
in the 1941 season by hitting safely in 56 con-
secutive games, a major league record that
has stood for more than 5 decades and has
never been seriously challenged;

Whereas Joe DiMaggio compiled a .325 bat-
ting average during his storied career and
played on 9 World Series championship
teams;

Whereas Joe DiMaggio was selected to the
Baseball Hall of Fame in 1955, 4 years after
his retirement, in his 1st year of eligibility;

Whereas Joe DiMaggio in 1969 was voted
Major League Baseball’s greatest living
player;

Whereas Joe DiMaggio served the Nation
in World War II as a member of the Army Air
Corps;

Whereas Joe DiMaggio was tireless in help-
ing others and was devoted to the ‘‘Joe
DiMaggio Children’s Hospital’’ in Hollywood,
Florida;

Whereas Joe DiMaggio will be remembered
as a role model for generations of young peo-
ple; and

Whereas Joe DiMaggio transcended base-
ball and will remain a symbol for the ages of
talent, commitment, and achievement: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives recognizes and honors Joe DiMaggio—

(1) for his storied baseball career;
(2) for his many contributions to the Na-

tion throughout his lifetime; and
(3) for transcending baseball and becoming

a symbol for the ages of talent, commitment,
and achievement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN) and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CUMMINGS) each will control
20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Resolution 105, rec-
ognizing and honoring Joe DiMaggio.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, Joseph
Paul DiMaggio was a man of grace,
class and of dignity. He was a modern
day American icon, hero and a gen-
tleman.

Joe DiMaggio was born in Martinez,
California, on November 25, 1914, the
son of Sicilian immigrants and one of
nine children. At the age of 18 he joined
the San Francisco Seals of the Pacific
Coast League and began his career in
baseball that would make him one of
the most popular men to ever play at
America’s favorite pastime.

In 1936, Joe DiMaggio became a
‘‘Yankee’’ and remained so for the rest
of his life. During his 13 seasons he
played in 10 world series and 11 All-
Star games. He was the American
League’s most valuable player for
three seasons. In 1941 he set the un-
touchable record for the longest hit-
ting streak with 56 consecutive games,
and in 1955 major league baseball set
Joe DiMaggio’s name in stone by in-
ducting him into baseball’s Hall of
Fame. To some he was ‘‘Joltin’ Joe’’,
to others he was the ‘‘Yankee Clipper’’,
but to baseball he remained a legend.

Moreover, Joe DiMaggio’s life goes
far beyond his on-field extensive
achievements. He was a patriot and an
ambassador of humanity. In 1943, he
volunteered to serve his Nation in

World War II. In 1986, he was awarded
the Ellis Island Medal of Honor. He
founded the Joe DiMaggio’s Children
Hospital Foundation to provide the
highest quality health care for our Na-
tion’s most precious possessions. Joe
DiMaggio’s dedication is an example of
class and dignity to every American.

In conclusion, I am proud to take
this time on the floor today to remem-
ber Joe DiMaggio. The image of num-
ber 5, running gracefully through cen-
terfield in Yankee Stadium making an-
other deceptively easy catch, is a sym-
bol to America, one that we will never
forget. We thank ‘‘Gentleman Joe’’ for
being an inspiration to our Nation.

Accordingly, I urge all Members to
support this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I extend my thanks and
the appreciation of the Congress to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) and the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN), both of whom hail from
the other city with a great baseball
team, for introducing H. Res. 105 hon-
oring Joe DiMaggio.

Baseball Commissioner, Bud Selig, in
commenting on the death of Joe
DiMaggio, stated, and I quote: ‘‘For
several generations of baseball fans,
Joe was the personification of grace,
class and dignity on the baseball dia-
mond. His persona extended beyond the
playing field and touched all of our
hearts. In many respects, as an immi-
grant’s son, he represented the hopes
and ideals of our great country.’’

This high praise for a man born in a
small fishing village 25 miles from
northeast of San Francisco is indeed a
wonderful tribute. But it was Emerson
who said it best when he said, ‘‘It is
better to judge a man not by his sta-
tion in life but what he has done to get
there.’’ And so the story of Joe
DiMaggio is one that, by anybody’s
measuring stick, would have to be
termed a great life.

Joe DiMaggio’s father expected him
to become a fisherman, like his broth-
ers, but Joe had different dreams. He
dreamt of fields and diamonds. He
dreamt of playing the game of baseball.

In 1932, at the age of 17, he began his
professional baseball career, playing in
three games for the San Francisco
Seals of the Pacific coast. He played
his first major league game on May 3 of
1936 at Yankee Stadium against the St.
Louis Browns.

Joe DiMaggio served the Yankees as
one of the best outfielders to play the
game. Nicknamed the ‘‘Yankee Clip-
per’’, for his superb fielding ability,
DiMaggio was a great offensive player
as well. He set a major league record
by establishing a 56 game hitting
streak in 1941. And as one who loves
the game of baseball, I can tell my col-
leagues that is a great, great feat.

DiMaggio played in 10 World Series,
and was the American League’s most
valuable player in 1939, 1941 and 1947. In
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1948, he led the league with 39 home
runs and 155 runs batted in. He ended
his phenomenal baseball career with
361 runs in 1,736 games. He was in-
ducted into the Baseball Hall of Fame
in 1955.

In 1986, DiMaggio received the Ellis
Island Medal of Honor for both his
achievements on the baseball field as
well as for being a worthy role model
for past, present and future youth of
America. In a recent interview on ‘‘60
Minutes’’, DiMaggio talked about his
role as a role model, and he said that
he felt blessed that so many people
looked up to him and looked to him for
strength and for a person who they
could follow behind.

For all his glory, Joe DiMaggio was a
quiet man, who took pride in who he
was and what he did. He had a basic set
of values that went untainted by his
celebrity status.

DiMaggio’s field of dreams took him
from a fishing town in San Francisco
to the bright lights of New York City
and made him, indeed, a baseball great.
He gave baseball fans around the world
something to cheer about, but more
importantly, he gave us all something
to believe in, and it is simply called
the American Dream.

Joe DiMaggio was a true hero and a
gentleman, and I am pleased to support
this resolution in his honor.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the distinguished cochairman of
our New York delegation, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL),
for having brought this matter to the
floor at this time.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG).

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to join my colleagues in ex-
pressing my strong support for this res-
olution honoring the accomplishments
of the great Joe DiMaggio.

Like millions of other young boys of
the era, Joe DiMaggio was my hero. I
never met him, I never saw him play,
and only on occasion did I hear him on
the radio. The Yankees won so many
world championships that was always
possible, it seemed, in the fall of the
year.

The Yankee Clipper’s grace and skill
on the field were inspirational, and
they fostered a deeper understanding
and love of the game of baseball in ev-
eryone, and particularly to those who
did get a chance to see him in action.

During his storied career, which was
interrupted by his honorable service to
our country in World War II, Joe
DiMaggio led the Yankees to nine
world championships and compiled a
lifetime batting average of .325.

These accomplishments aside, he will
always be best remembered for the 1941
season in which he established one of
the sport’s most enduring records by
hitting safely in 56 consecutive games.
After that record was broken, he imme-
diately continued another streak of 16
games.

Mr. Speaker, Joe DiMaggio was an
American icon. His stature, presence
and commitment to excellence tran-
scended the baseball diamond and left
an indelible impact on the culture of
our great Nation.
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His accomplishments, along with his
style and grace, both on and off the
field will never be forgotten.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, it is
my honor to yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL), one of my mentors and just one of
our greatest Congressmen and an ad-
mirer of Joe DiMaggio.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, let me
commend the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CUMMINGS), the ranking
member; the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SCARBOROUGH), the chairman; the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN); and the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON) for moving so swiftly in
bringing this bipartisan measure to the
floor. And as one who chairs our great
New York delegation, which is prob-
ably the most bipartisan delegation we
have in this House, let me thank my
long and dear friend, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) for assist-
ing in bringing our members together
to pay tribute to a hero that far too
often we thought just belonged to us.

Joe DiMaggio and the New York Yan-
kees are like treasures that you take
for granted. And when word came of his
ill health, there was no member of the
delegation or hardly anybody that was
known from New York that did not re-
ceive sympathy cards and get well
cards as though we just lived around
the corner from Joe.

As many times as I have had the
pleasure of going to Yankee Stadium
and hearing the roar of the crowd both
for an active playing Joe DiMaggio or
for retired gentleman hero Joe
DiMaggio, the class that he brought
not just to the Yankees, not just to
New York, but to America is some-
thing that we have to see and we have
to feel.

I was so amazed and indeed surprised
to hear from so many Italian Ameri-
cans to talk about what Joe meant to
them. And it was so pleasant to see
that, with all of the discrimination and
anti-Italian feelings that we have had
in this country in the years gone by,
that Italian Americans felt that Joe
just shattered the image of the Mafia,
shattered the image of how Italians
were portrayed in our motion pictures
and television. And I said, my God,
don’t you understand, Frank Guarini,
who is a former member of Congress
and who heads up the National Italian
American Foundation, that you may
think of Joe as just being a famous and
an outstanding Italian American but
the people in Harlem and in Bed-Stuy
and in the South Bronx were all weep-
ing when we lost Joe DiMaggio.

Sure, he was a classic example of how
anybody, no matter what their back-
ground, could achieve the high levels of

respect and admiration and love. But
he also was one that transcended being
an Italian American or Jewish Amer-
ican or black American because he
played the game and allowed everyone
to believe that if they played it fairly
and carried themselves in a decent way
that this country would respect them.

Let us, I say to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS), say to Joe
that he fought for all of us, not Italian
Americans. Let us say, the best way to
pay tribute to Joe is to try to live our
lives the way he lived his. Let us look
at all Americans as though, no matter
where they came from, give them an
opportunity to achieve and they, like
our great Joe DiMaggio, can excel.

I believe that one thing that stands
out in the greatness of this man is that
he never took failure as being an op-
tion for him. He starred and yet he
acted as though he was just a bat boy
when we were in his presence. Few
Americans, few people can carry the
heavy toll of being so well-known. He
did it. He did it well. He sets an exam-
ple for America and indeed an example
for this Congress.

Let me thank all of my colleagues
that made it possible for us to bring
this to the floor. We brought it to the
floor thinking we were honoring a fel-
low New Yorker and New York Yankee.
We know better. We are honoring a
great American and a great member of
this great world that we live in.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York, our co-
chairman of our New York delegation,
for again bringing this measure to the
floor and giving us the opportunity to
recognize this hero of American base-
ball, a hero of many other endeavors,
Joe DiMaggio.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW).

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding this time.

I would like to associate my remarks
with both of the gentlemen from New
York. Joe DiMaggio was a constituent
of mine living in Hollywood, Florida.
And when the Hall of Famer Joe
DiMaggio died last week, baseball fans
of course lost a great hero. However,
the children of south Florida lost more
than a hero. They lost an advocate.

While humbly turning away the at-
tention of adults, Joe DiMaggio always
had time for children. During his years
of retirement in south Florida, the
baseball great was particularly con-
cerned with helping alleviating the
pain and loneliness of sick children. As
a result of his concern and compassion,
the Joe DiMaggio Children’s Hospital
was dedicated in Hollywood, Florida in
1992.

Although he ordinarily shied way
from celebrity events and public atten-
tion, Joe DiMaggio faithfully made ex-
ceptions for the children at the hos-
pital. Without fail, Joe DiMaggio lent
his name and his efforts to fund-raising
events and publicity for the hospital,
including the annual celebrity baseball
game fund-raiser. His aim was to im-
prove the quality and accessibility of
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medical services for children of all eco-
nomic classes. Because of this, no child
is turned away from the Joe DiMaggio
Children’s Hospital due to lack of fi-
nancial resources.

But the most special gift Joe
DiMaggio gave to the Children’s Hos-
pital was his personal time. Each
month, without fanfare, Joe DiMaggio
would roam the halls of the ward which
bears his name visiting with sick chil-
dren and their families, posing for pic-
tures, telling stories, signing auto-
graphs, and giving an encouraging
word or just a gentle smile. Knowing of
his great regard for personal privacy, I
see that these acts were a great sac-
rifice for DiMaggio which he made for
the suffering kids.

Mr. Speaker, I am grateful to Joe
DiMaggio for his contributions to
Broward and Dade Counties. Like the
rest of the Nation, I am saddened by
the loss of this hero of children. While
his Hall of Fame records may be bro-
ken, Joe DiMaggio’s healing touch in
the halls of the Joe DiMaggio Chil-
dren’s Hospital will live on forever.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

One author said, Mr. Speaker, that
when people who are important to us
die, when people who have had an im-
pact on our lives pass on, a small part
of us dies with him. And there is no
question, as I listen to my colleagues
today and I listen to the sponsor of this
resolution, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and oth-
ers, that I realize that we were blessed,
truly blessed, to have our lives eclipsed
by Joe DiMaggio’s and to be touched
by his life.

I can remember as a small boy hear-
ing about DiMaggio and growing up in
a neighborhood where we did not play
on grass but we played on glass, as I
often say, but the fact is, when we saw
heroes and heard about heroes like
Jackie Robinson and Joe DiMaggio and
others, it made us realize that we could
accomplish things too. And as I listen
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), he is absolutely right, Joe
DiMaggio was not only a hero for New
Yorkers but he was a hero for young-
sters in Baltimore and New Orleans
and the West Coast, all over our coun-
try, and not just this country, Mr.
Speaker, but also the world.

Paul Simon, in one of his songs ‘‘Mrs.
Robinson’’ stated these words. He said,
‘‘Where have you gone, Joe DiMaggio?
A nation turns its lonely eyes to you.’’
Well, I think it can be safely said that
Joe DiMaggio’s spirit, his humility,
and his grace lives in all of us who have
been touched by his life.

One author said that when one goes
through the difficult times of life and
they are unseen, unnoticed,
unappreciated, and unapplauded, it is
those moments that bring about a cer-
tain obscurity but those who work hard
in obscurity that are best able to ad-
dress the fame and the glory of great-
ness.

And I think that, as we have listened
and shared our thoughts here today, it
is clear that God created a wonderful,
wonderful road for Joe DiMaggio to
walk but at the same time gave him
the humility, the strength, and the
power to walk it.

And so, Mr. Speaker, I would just
simply ask all of our colleagues to sup-
port this resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I am pleased that another one of my
mentors, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), who originally
hailed from Baltimore but decided to
move to San Francisco, is here. And
she, too, is a tremendous baseball fan
and an admirer of Joe DiMaggio.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman for yield-
ing and for his kind comments.

Yes, I am from Baltimore. And it was
in the 1940s I remember as a little, lit-
tle girl when Joe DiMaggio came to
Baltimore in the 1940s to have, I think
it was, a heel operation at Johns Hop-
kins University. My much older broth-
er, Thomas D’Alesandro—just kid-
ding—interviewed him for the Loyola
College newspaper at that time, the
Greyhound, and that was the thrill of
all time for all of us. Because Joe
DiMaggio was, of course, the great
star.

I was teasing our colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL),
about the fact that he beat San Fran-
ciscans to the punch, and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS),
they beat us to the punch with this res-
olution. Because while he was a Yan-
kee, the Yankee Clipper, and while he
always thought of himself in those
terms, he was a San Franciscan and we
claim him with great pride.

His experience was that of many
Italian immigrant families. He was
raised partially in North Beach and
then his family moved. He built a home
when he was making $100,000 a year for
his parents in the Marina district,
which is a trip of not many blocks but
a great distance for many Italian
Americans at the time, in fact, a trip
that the Pelosi family made from
North Beach to the Marina as well.

So, as a San Franciscan, I rise to
convey the sadness of my constituents
on the passing of Joe DiMaggio. We
thought he would live forever, cer-
tainly his fame, his celebrity and his
great dignity will, but also to express
the pride of the Italian American com-
munity in his success.

Many fans and sports writers con-
sider Joe DiMaggio the best all-around
player of all time. But that is not the
only reason why this son of Italian im-
migrants who grew up in San Francis-
co’s fishing community could to this
day force millions around the world to
pause at the mere mention of his name.

Yes, it is the 56-game hitting streak
and the speed on the base paths and the
quick dash to the center field that
made Joe DiMaggio a great American
hero. It is also because, through all of
his success, through all of his acclama-
tion and praise, Joe DiMaggio was a
modest man devoted to family, friends,
and fans. He was a hero we could look
up to without reservation or hesi-
tation.

Mr. Speaker, it might interest my
colleagues to know that during the
earthquake of 1989, the Marina district,
where Joe DiMaggio’s home was, was
severely devastated by the earthquake.
And as a congressional office, of course
we had to help or constituents. But the
sight that was so impressive to so
many of us was Joe DiMaggio standing
in line like just any other person from
the Marina to get assistance from
FEMA, not assistance but the direction
where do we go from here on that. So
through it all, he was, as I say, a mod-
est man. He died as he had lived, quiet-
ly surrounded by friends and carrying
the great dignity for which he will al-
ways be remembered.

As a San Franciscan, as an Italian
American, as an American, I thank my
colleagues for this resolution and re-
membering the Yankee Clipper, San
Franciscan, Joe DiMaggio.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Joe DiMaggio, Baseball Hall of
Famer and American icon, who passed away
the morning of March 8.

Joe DiMaggio was the personification of
grace, class and dignity on the baseball dia-
mond. He was the centerpiece of baseball’s
most storied franchise, leading the New York
Yankees to nine World Series titles in his 12
seasons. He was named to the all-star team
every season he played, won three American
League most valuable player awards, was a
lifetime .325 hitter and his 56 game hitting
streak in 1941 still stands as one of the most
impressive and untouchable records in all of
sports.

Mr. Speaker, Joe DiMaggio performed with
an elegance and grace that commanded the
respect of both his fans and fellow players.
His persona on the field also made him one of
the most recognizable and beloved figures off
it. Although his demeanor was reserved al-
most to the point of being aloof, in his case
lack of emotion could not be confused with
lack of intensity. Nobody played harder than
Joltin’ Joe, even if a score was lopsided or a
pennant already clinched. When asked why he
played with such fire, DiMaggio replied simply,
‘‘Because there might be someone out there
who has never seen me play before.’’

It was this tireless work ethic and profes-
sionalism that set Joseph Paul DiMaggio apart
from his peers. In modern day sports, too
often players are criticized for selfishness, lack
of intensity or being overly concerned with
money. Mr. Speaker, none of these qualities
were ever attributed to the Yankee Clipper, a
great ballplayer, a great man, a great Amer-
ican. Thanks for the memories, Joe. You will
be sorely missed, in New York and beyond.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, ac-
cording to biographer Richard Ben Cramer,
Joe DiMaggio was upset to be placed pre-
maturely in past tense by Paul Simon in his
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song from ‘‘The Graduate’’. ‘‘Joltin’ Joe has
left and gone away,’’ sang Simon. ‘‘What’re
they talking about?’’ shot back the Yankee
Clipper, ‘‘I haven’t gone anywhere.’’

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to an
American hero. Joe DiMaggio was the first of
his kind, a sports legend of the stature only
20th Century America could nurture. He was
also one of the last of his breed, a celebrity of
shy, quiet dignity.

The son of a fisherman and high school
drop out, Joltin’ Joe learned the game that
would make him famous hitting with a broken
oar. He played semipro ball beginning at the
age of 18, but by the age of 21, he had
debuted with much panache in the majors.
The New York Yankees scored perhaps their
best hit as a team when they recruited Joe
DiMaggio to play center field in 1936.

There was no one like him in the game.
What other players had to work at, DiMaggio
did with an innate ability that often surprised
even the greats. In a professional career last-
ing only 13 seasons, he won three MVPs, and
led the Yankees to ten pennants and nine
World Series championships.

After his retirement in 1951, DiMaggio con-
tinued to make Americans’ lives a little sweet-
er. His devotion to children, possibly strength-
ened by his estrangement from his own son,
was evident in his commitment to the Joe
DiMaggio Children’s Hospital Foundation and
the Joe DiMaggio Children’s Hospital in Holly-
wood, Florida. Through his service, children
and their families in South Florida could finally
receive the specialized medical services they
require.

Joltin’ Joe passed away on March 8, 1999,
and Paul Simon’s words still ring true, ‘‘A na-
tion turns its lonely eyes to you,’’ not because
we lack for great players in the many profes-
sional sports that pass our time today, but be-
cause in this commercialized age, we lack for
heroes—the kind that legends are made of
and the kind who, no matter what, maintain
their public dignity. Joe DiMaggio did it, and
there will never be another like him.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of this Resolution honoring Joe DiMaggio.

Joe DiMaggio was more than just a terrific
ballplayer—he was special to Americans
across our country because of his profes-
sionalism, his work ethic, and his remarkable
grace.

We honor Joe DiMaggio for that, and we
honor him as well for the particular importance
he had for millions of Italian-Americans. It’s
easy to forget today how ingrained prejudices
were sixty year ago. In 1939, Life magazine
printed what it believed was a favorable profile
of Joe DiMaggio. In the article, however, it
noted that ‘‘Instead of olive oil or smelly bear
grease, DiMaggio keeps his hair slick with
water. He never reeks of garlic and prefers
chicken chow mein to spaghetti.’’

For a generation of Italian-Americans facing
daily bigotry, Joe DiMaggio was a hero whose
quiet dignity and excellence shattered stereo-
types and eloquently rebutted ignorance.

Casey Stengel once modestly and astutely
said that ‘‘I know I’m a better manager when
Joe DiMaggio’s in center field.’’ Mr. Speaker,
I would only add to that that we have been a
better country because Joe DiMaggio was an
American.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no

further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I urge
the House to unanimously support the
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, House Resolution 105.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

EXPRESSING OPPOSITION TO DEC-
LARATION OF PALESTINIAN
STATE
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to

suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 24) ex-
pressing congressional opposition to
the unilateral declaration of a Pal-
estinian state and urging the President
to assert clearly United States opposi-
tion to such a unilateral declaration of
statehood.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON. RES. 24

Whereas at the heart of the Oslo peace
process lies the basic, irrevocable commit-
ment made by Palestinian Chairman Yasir
Arafat that, in his words, ‘‘all outstanding
issues relating to permanent status will be
resolved through negotiations’’;

Whereas resolving the political status of
the territory controlled by the Palestinian
Authority while ensuring Israel’s security is
one of the central issues of the Israeli-Pal-
estinian conflict;

Whereas a declaration of statehood by the
Palestinians outside the framework of nego-
tiations would, therefore, constitute a most
fundamental violation of the Oslo process;

Whereas Yasir Arafat and other Palestin-
ian leaders have repeatedly threatened to de-
clare unilaterally the establishment of a
Palestinian state;

Whereas the unilateral declaration of a
Palestinian state would introduce a dramati-
cally destabilizing element into the Middle
East, risking Israeli countermeasures, a
quick descent into violence, and an end to
the entire peace process; and

Whereas, in light of continuing statements
by Palestinian leaders, United States opposi-
tion to any unilateral Palestinian declara-
tion of statehood should be made clear and
unambiguous: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That—

(1) the final political status of the terri-
tory controlled by the Palestinian Authority
can only be determined through negotiations
and agreement between Israel and the Pal-
estinian Authority;

(2) any attempt to establish Palestinian
statehood outside the negotiating process
will invoke the strongest congressional op-
position; and

(3) the President should unequivocally as-
sert United States opposition to the unilat-
eral declaration of a Palestinian state, mak-
ing clear that such a declaration would be a
grievous violation of the Oslo accords and
that a declared state would not be recognized
by the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from

New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this measure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in support of H. Con.
Res. 24. It is a concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress
against a unilateral declaration of a
Palestinian state and urging our Presi-
dent to assert clearly our Nation’s op-
position to such a unilateral declara-
tion of statehood.

Mr. Speaker, over 280 Members of the
House have cosponsored this measure,
introduced by the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SALMON), our colleague on
the Committee on International Rela-
tions. I am pleased to cosponsor this
measure with the gentleman from Ari-
zona, and I thank him for his support
of this critical issue.

Of concern to many of us, Mr. Speak-
er, since the signing of the Oslo Ac-
cords back in September of 1993 has
been PLO Chairman Arafat’s ongoing
claim to unilaterally declare an inde-
pendent Palestinian state on May 4,
1999. Despite recent contentions that
he will not do so, regrettably Chairman
Arafat has not yet categorically and
publicly reversed that position.

Support has been growing in both the
House and Senate for this resolution, a
resolution opposing a unilateral dec-
laration of independence. The Senate
sent a clear message just last week
when its measure was adopted by a sig-
nificant vote of 98–1.

H. Con. Res. 24 expresses the opposi-
tion of the House to a unilateral dec-
laration of a Palestinian state, simply
because every issue in dispute between
the Israelis and Palestinians must be
negotiated in order to be resolved. A
unilateral declaration of statehood by
Chairman Arafat automatically falls
outside the Oslo negotiating frame-
work and would, therefore, constitute a
fundamental and an extremely serious
violation of the Oslo Accords.

H. Con. Res. 24 goes on to note that
President Clinton should make clear
that our Nation is opposed to such a
declaration and that if such a declara-
tion were to be made, our Nation would
consider it a gross violation of the
agreements already signed between the
PLO and Israel and, moreover, would
not be recognized by our Nation.

Chairman Arafat is expected to meet
this coming week with President Clin-
ton in Washington. Therefore, the con-
sideration of H. Con. Res. 24 by the
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House sends a distinct message to both
Chairman Arafat and to President Clin-
ton that Congress is unalterably op-
posed to such a dangerous unilateral
declaration.

Mr. Speaker, we have a number of
Members interested in speaking on this
suspension, as the chorus of opposition
to a unilateral declaration of statehood
grows stronger each day. Accordingly,
Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues’ sup-
port for H. Con. Res. 24.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. RAHALL).

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished committee ranking
member for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I have no illusions as to
what the outcome of this vote will be,
but I think it is necessary to rise in op-
position to this resolution. It is well-
intended, I am sure, and I certainly re-
spect the sponsors of it and certainly
respect the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN), the chairman of the
Committee on International Relations.

The administration, Mr. Speaker, is
unmistakably on record as opposing a
Palestinian unilateral declaration of
statehood. There is no real need for
this resolution and particularly at this
time, a very sensitive time in the Mid-
dle East itself.

In a letter from the State Depart-
ment to the gentleman from New York,
our esteemed chairman of the Commit-
tee on International Relations, dated
March 9, U.S. policy was clearly stated,
that the administration opposes unilat-
eral actions, but it goes further in stat-
ing, and I quote:

‘‘We believe that any congressional
resolution should make clear our oppo-
sition to all unilateral acts.’’ I stress
the word ‘‘all,’’ which the letter does in
several different cases. ‘‘Singling out
one side would not be as effective as
stressing what both parties have al-
ready committed themselves to do.’’

Simply put, it was not only the Pal-
estinians who signed the Oslo Agree-
ment and later the Wye Accords.
Israeli commitments as well should be
reiterated in any congressional resolu-
tion on this subject. H. Con. Res. 24
simply fails to mention the other half
of the equation. Failure to mention
both parties in this resolution is only
rhetoric aimed at this particular sen-
sitive point in Israeli political elec-
tions at tilting the side toward one side
or the other.

I reiterate that while I may be op-
posed to a unilateral declaration of
Palestinian statehood at this time, al-
though that does not make me in oppo-
sition to a Palestinian state, this par-
ticular resolution is one-sided and
comes in an untimely manner and an
untimely fashion for this Congress to
be considering. I oppose the resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the
distinguished majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for bringing this resolution
to the floor, and I particularly thank
the gentleman from Arizona not only
for bringing this resolution but for his
courtesy.

I rise to state that the United States
position on the Middle East peace proc-
ess must be made perfectly clear. Uni-
lateral announcement of an independ-
ent Palestinian state cannot be accept-
ed.

Yasser Arafat’s plan to announce
Palestinian statehood when the Oslo
Accords expire is nothing more than an
attempt to shatter a fragile peace in
the Middle East. Israel is an island of
democracy surrounded by hostile en-
emies. Defending this lone democracy
in the Middle East should be nothing
short of a crusade for America.

The Clinton administration tries to
govern with words only, typically talk-
ing on both sides of every issue. A suc-
cessful foreign policy cannot be built
upon equivocation and confusion. It is
no wonder that the Israelis are worried
about U.S. support. Every time peace
talks stall, it is Israel that is expected
to surrender more territory and con-
cede more diplomatic ground to come
to the negotiating table.

Mr. Speaker, peace depends on the
willing participation and agreement of
both parties. Any unilateral declara-
tion of an independent Palestinian
state must be clearly condemned for
all time by the United States. Amer-
ican silence now will spell chaos in the
Middle East in the future. I urge my
colleagues to support the Salmon reso-
lution and send a very clear message
not only to Israel but the world that
we stand beside Israel.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I think that we are missing an oppor-
tunity here. It is frankly somewhat
sad. We are at a stage in the peace
process that is probably more tenuous
than at any time since Oslo. It is clear
by every assessment, from the Israelis
and the Americans as well, that the
Palestinians are fulfilling their obliga-
tions with every possible effort.

We find ourselves here today with a
resolution that does not even quote the
President correctly. It says the Presi-
dent should. The President has already
come out against a unilateral declara-
tion of a Palestinian state. But the
President rightly goes on to say there
should not be unilateral actions by ei-
ther party.

We have elections in Israel, we have
some politics here at home as well, but
what is frightening to me is that some
Members have not recognized the
change that has occurred in the Middle
East. In Israel, from Sharon to the far
left, we now have unanimity that
working with the Palestinians and
coming to an agreement is the most
important act for the security of their
families and children. But here in the
Congress, we have to find people that
are harder line than even the Israeli

government under Mr. Netanyahu. Ev-
eryone agrees that I know in this
Chamber that there should not be a
unilateral declaration of statehood.
But I think not to recognize the change
that has occurred in the Middle East,
with the Palestinians at the PNC offi-
cially removing the language that of-
fended the Netanyahu government even
though the Labor government before
argued that language had already been
removed, that we continue to deal with
the Palestinians not as if they were
partners in the peace process but the
same adversaries they were in the past
I think is a mistake.

For those of us who care about the
children and the women who die in
marketplace bombings, who worry
about the poverty and starvation in
camps, we need to move this peace
process forward and we need to take
opportunities like this one not simply
to single out one side, especially at a
point in history where there is hope for
a comprehensive peace. I hope that we
will find ourselves in the future rec-
ognizing the change that has occurred
in the Middle East, that Mr.
Netanyahu and Mr. Peres and Mr.
Rabin have all been negotiating in
good faith with Mr. Arafat, that we
want no unilateral actions, and that
this resolution, and I do not want to
put judgments on the motivation of the
sponsors, but in my opinion is not help-
ful coming at this time.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. SALMON), the sponsor of this reso-
lution.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, this reso-
lution we are considering today is
clear-cut but critical. It expresses con-
gressional opposition to the unilateral
declaration of a Palestinian state and
urges the President to do the same. As
far as the comments that were just
made regarding the intentions of the
sponsor or the cosponsors, I am glad
that the gentleman did not question
the motives of this cosponsor since it
would implicate over 280 Members of
the House and 98 Senators in the Sen-
ate who voted for this resolution who
believe that this is an idea whose time
has come, who believe that rather than
spout rhetoric it is time to be ahead of
the curve and make sure that the Pal-
estinian authority understand that our
intentions are clear so that we can
avert bloodshed.

The consensus on the need for this
resolution is clear. As I mentioned,
over 200 Members of the House have co-
sponsored H. Con. Res. 24. I worked
diligently with Democrats as well on
this bill. I believe that the gentleman
from New York (Mr. ENGEL), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN),
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
ROTHMAN), the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ACKERMAN), the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) and some
of my other friends on the other side of
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the aisle can attest to this. Language
that criticized the administration was
removed, even though we all know that
the administration, had the adminis-
tration reacted sooner against the pos-
sibility of a unilaterally declared Pal-
estinian state, Chairman Arafat would
probably not be meeting with Presi-
dent Clinton this week to discuss the
matter. There is also no reference in
the resolution about the First Lady’s
damaging comments on the subject
which may have encouraged a belief
with many in the Palestinian Author-
ity that the U.S. might support and
recognize such a unilaterally declared
state.

We must act now. The Palestinian
Authority plans to unilaterally declare
parts of Israel, including Jerusalem, as
their own state as early as May 4 of
this year, the target date the Oslo Ac-
cords set for a permanent accord to be
reached. Doing so would obliterate Oslo
and would mark a repudiation of the
commitment of Chairman Arafat to ne-
gotiate all permanent status issues. At
the start of the Oslo process, 4 days be-
fore the famous September 13, 1993
White House lawn ceremony that pub-
licly launched the peace process, Chair-
man Arafat wrote a letter to then
Israeli prime minister Yitzhak Rabin,
in which he pledged that ‘‘The PLO
commits itself to the Middle East
peace process and to a peaceful resolu-
tion of the conflict between the two
states and declares that all outstand-
ing issues relating to permanent status
will be resolved through negotiations.’’

b 1245

Clearly, if Arafat plans to declare as
his own land land that belongs to an-
other country outside of the Oslo proc-
ess, then he is inviting war upon the
region. The President himself has sug-
gested that such a move would be cata-
strophic, and Assistant Secretary of
State for Near Eastern Affairs, Martin
Indyk, warned in October of dire con-
sequences of unilateral declaration of
independence: In the process of the Pal-
estinians seeking to assert the sov-
ereignty of their so-called independent
state and the Israelis seeking to deny
it, a clash would seem inevitable. I can
see a movement from a kind of declara-
tion of independence to a war of inde-
pendence that would be the absolute
antithesis of the peace process.

Arafat has been planning for many
months now to declare unilaterally a
Palestinian State and reject the Oslo
process. In late February, Arafat said
we assure the whole world that the es-
tablishment of the independent state of
Palestine with holy Jerusalem as its
capital is a sacred and legitimate right
of the Palestinian people. It is a goal
that our people will not accept to advo-
cate or to give up no matter what the
difficulties and the challenges.

Other Palestinian leaders have been
echoing Arafat’s announcements. As
recently as Sunday, this last Sunday, a
senior adviser to Chairman Arafat said,
quote, the Palestinian position is still

that May 4 is the fixed date on declar-
ing statehood, but he also added that
the Palestinian leadership will study
all proposals and ideas. Another key
Palestinian official said in late Feb-
ruary that we are moving forward in
our preparations for the day, May 4,
the date of declaration of Palestinian
state. More specifically, on September
24 Chairman Arafat’s cabinet an-
nounced that at the end of the interim
period the Palestinian authorities shall
declare the establishment of the Pal-
estinian state on all Palestinian land
occupied since 1967, which Jerusalem is
the eternal capital of the Palestinian
state.

The provocative statements by
Arafat and his ministers show that his
intentions are real and imminent. How-
ever, Arafat knows that he cannot sim-
ply choose to declare another country’s
land as his own so he has been trying
to gain the support of other countries.
Arafat has already visited with leaders
of several other countries including
Muammar Kadafi, the terrorist leader
of Libya, in his worldwide tour to gain
acceptance. Arafat’s courting of Kadafi
should in itself make clear to the U.S.
policymakers that a unilaterally-de-
clared Palestinian state could result in
the development of an alliance that is
detrimental to the U.S. interests.

Let us also remember that Arafat
supported Saddam Hussein during the
Gulf War, and many Palestinian citi-
zens took to the streets a few months
ago to burn American flags in protest
of America’s bombing campaign of
Iraqi military targets.

In any event, on March 23 Arafat will
be visiting President Clinton to press
the United States to support his move,
and the United States must not suc-
cumb to his tactics. When President
Clinton and the administration con-
front Arafat on this issue, they must be
firm that the United States will never
recognize a unilaterally-declared Pal-
estinian state.

This is timely. I hope that we can re-
ceive cooperation. The bulk of the peo-
ple in this body, Republican and Demo-
crat, support this measure. Let us
move forth in a good faith effort of bi-
partisanship to get this done.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I have to rise in opposition to this
resolution. There are several reasons
why I think this further complicates
the peace process.

For one, it does not condemn unilat-
eral acts by both Israelis and Palestin-
ians, but only the Palestinian author-
ity. The House leadership brought it up
under suspension of the rules, so there
are no amendments that would make it
a more balanced bill. The committee
refused to consider an amendment that
would have achieved that objective,
and so the perception is going to be
that we are acting in a biased, unbal-
anced manner even though our intel-
ligence community, as the ranking

member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations has said, has re-
ported that the Palestinian authority
is doing everything it can right now to
comply with the Oslo requirements.

We are in a terribly delicate situa-
tion. I do not think that it is in any-
one’s interest to declare a Palestinian
state on May 4. For one thing, it plays
into the hands of the right wing ele-
ments in Israeli politics with elections
occurring in 2 weeks. For another
thing, it means that Mr. Arafat is
going to find it much more difficult not
to declare Palestinian statehood be-
cause it is going to look as though he
is bowing to the pressures of the Amer-
ican political system. That is not in
our interests.

Mr. Arafat is our best hope right
now, like it or not, for advancing the
peace process. We all have a stake in
advancing the peace process. If Mr.
Arafat goes, who knows who will take
control of the Palestinian community?
The likelihood is that it will be some-
one far more radical and extreme. We
have lost King Hussein, a leader of the
peace process; we lost Mr. Rabin. We
cannot afford to lose a Palestinian
leader who is now fully invested in
bringing about a successful conclusion
to the Mideast peace process.

Mr. Speaker, I do not disagree with
the sponsor of this resolution or the
chairman of the committee who I know
want the peace process to succeed, but
I do disagree with their judgment that
this is constructive. I do not think it is
constructive. I do not think that the
resolution that we passed in June of
1997, even though that also was non-
binding, was constructive. In fact, it
led to riots, it led to people being
killed. The actions that we take have
real consequence, even though they
may be nonbinding. The only hope for
peace to succeed is that we be an unbi-
ased, balanced broker for peace in the
Middle East. It is particularly impor-
tant right now that we sustain that
principled effort and not bow to domes-
tic political considerations.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

(Mr. SAXTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, over the
past several months Chairman Yasser
Arafat has repeatedly threatened to
unilaterally declare a Palestinian state
in the West Bank on the Gaza Strip
with, of course, East Jerusalem as its
capital. We cannot recognize any such
declaration, and we urge Mr. Arafat
not to pursue this reckless course.
Such a declaration will have a desta-
bilizing effect on the Middle East and
will render the Oslo Accords and the
Wye agreements meaningless.

Recently, however, Mr. Arafat sug-
gested a PA confederation with Jordan.
Perhaps that could be subject to nego-
tiation, but only after Mr. Arafat and
the PA have concluded successfully the
promises that they have already made.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1291March 16, 1999
For example, first, Mr. Arafat and

the PA must reduce the size of the Pal-
estinian authority to the agreed upon
level so that it does not violate the
Oslo Accords.

Second, Mr. Arafat and the PA must
end all PA-run incitement of violence,
and anti-Semitism, and vilification of
Jews and make meaningful reconcili-
ation between Jews and Arabs a real
possibility.

Third, Mr. Arafat and the PA must
renounce the validity of the right of re-
turn, a policy which by definition chal-
lenges the viability of the state of
Israel even after Palestinian independ-
ence.

Fourth, Mr. Speaker, Mr. Arafat and
the PA should renounce and cut off on-
going ties to terrorists. Their insist-
ence on releasing terrorists who plan
acts of terror and provide the where-
withal to commit such acts must come
to an end.

And fifth, Mr. Arafat and the PA
must establish modes of economic
transparency and accountability rel-
ative to foreign aid received by them,
thus preventing endemic corruption
and theft currently plaguing the very
structure of the Palestinian authority.

Among the many disturbing
incidences noted in Point 2 is the PA-
run anti-Semitic incitement mainly to
children via textbooks, newspapers and
television and radio programs. The PA
through international anti-Semitic
rhetoric, even in school books, is at-
tempting to raise Palestinian children
with a deep rooted hatred toward Israel
and Jews.

Simply put, the PA and Yasser
Arafat are subverting the peace agree-
ments signed and perpetuating hostile
feelings toward Israel and ultimately
brainwashing Palestinian children.
Therefore, I conclude by saying I sup-
port H. Con. Res. 24 and continue to op-
pose the creation of a Palestinian state
on a unilateral basis.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL).

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

For 50 years and more my dad and I
have supported two things: The rights
and the freedoms of Israel and the
cause of peace in the Middle East. I do
not believe the action that we are tak-
ing today is furthering either of those
goals. What we are doing is rejecting
an evenhanded, honest broker approach
to peace in the Middle East and sub-
stituting for that a participation in
and invective directed at only one side.
There is fault aplenty in the Middle
East, but I do not believe that a honest
broker should spend his or her time en-
gaged in the finding or the charging of
that fault. Clearly here we are breach-
ing that rule.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to reject this resolution. It is
not in our interests, it is not in the in-
terests of the Palestinians, and it is
not in the interests of the Israelis. It is

clearly not in the interests of peace.
We best serve our own interests by
working for peace and by seeing to it
that all parties are aware of the fact
that that is our sole and only goal in
this matter. We are breaching that
rule.

I would urge my colleagues to keep
in mind the fact that there is plenty
that this country can do which will
have much more beneficial effect on
the cause of peace. We can work to see
that both sides honor the Wye Accord
and the Oslo commitments. That is not
being done, nor is it being furthered
here, and I would admit that there is
fault again on both sides. But that
fault is not to be judged by us, if we are
to be honest brokers in the cause of
peace. Rather, it should be the effort of
this country to see to it that we bring
the parties together to negotiate in an
honest and an open and as friendly a
fashion as we can arrange. Clearly that
is not being accomplished here.

I am not here to take sides with the
Israelis, nor am I here to take sides
with the Palestinians. I am here to say
that what we are doing here is wrong,
it is not in the interests of this coun-
try, nor is it in the interests of the
cause of peace.

I would observe that it is very easy
to start a war in an area like the Mid-
dle East where tensions and passions
are high. It is very, very hard to stop.
This country has invested hundreds of
billions of dollars in peace in the Mid-
dle East. Do we want to reject it by the
adoption of a resolution which does
nothing of good and which very prob-
ably is going to contribute much mis-
chief and much evil to an already over-
heated area where tensions are high
and where the peace process is not
prospering.

I would urge my colleagues to reject
this resolution, to support measures
which will put us in the position of
being, as the United States, honestly
concerned about peace in the area, in
the position where we are leading both
parties towards peace and towards an
honest negotiation. This peace is not
going to be resolved by invective. It
will be resolved by all working to-
gether and by the leadership of the
United States in the cause of peace.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, since
there are a number of Members seeking
recognition on this issue, I ask unani-
mous consent that the time for debate
be extended by 20 minutes on each side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. CAMPBELL).

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN) for yielding this time to
me particularly because he knows that
I oppose this resolution, yet in his gra-
ciousness offers me the time to speak
my mind. For that I am most grateful.

This is the wrong time for this reso-
lution. Why? Because there is an elec-
tion pending in Israel. This resolution,
although not necessarily so intended,
will unavoidably have an effect on that
election in Israel, and here is why.

First of all, the resolution itself does
not criticize any potential unilateral
action on the Israeli side. Part of the
debate in the Israeli political elections
right now is the record of the Likud
government, to bring about successful
peace negotiations.
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For this resolution, therefore, to

have no criticism at all, no comment
at all, about threatened unilateral ac-
tions which would jeopardize that
peace process on the Likud side, plays
into one side in that political battle. It
supports Likud’s characterizaton of the
negotiations over that of Labor.

Secondly, the mere fact that we are
considering the resolution at this time
influences the Israeli elections. I be-
lieve it is fair to say that the Likud
government has argued that one of
their advantages, which they present
to the Israeli electorate, is that they
are singularly able to have influence in
the halls of Congress. The fact that we
are taking this resolution up now, with
the election pending, plays to that per-
ception. It is a mistake; nevertheless,
that would be the perception, and so
the timing is wrong.

Accordingly, I would urge my col-
leagues who cannot vote no to vote
present as a way of saying that wheth-
er or not the matter is appropriate, it
is not appropriate at this time.

Lastly, I intend to vote no because I
believe that the people of Palestine are
entitled to their own country. That
does not mean that they can threaten
Israel. It does not mean that they will
practically have a country until they
reach an accommodation with Israel. I
strongly strongly stand for the right of
Israel to be free, secure and safe. All of
that must be negotiated.

But to the child born in a refugee
camp who has never known a home ex-
cept a refugee camp, to the child born
in Gaza whose parents go up to work
through a chute, as though a cattle
chute, every day into Israel, to the
resident of the West Bank who cannot
carry on the trade with Jordan, I say
you have a country; and you have the
right to say you do. Everything else is
subject to negotiation.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BONIOR), the minority whip.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from New York (Mr. CROW-
LEY) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, all of us hope and pray
for a just and a lasting peace in the
Middle East. The question that we face
today is how can we best achieve that?
What can the United States do to en-
courage both sides, the Israelis and the
Palestinians alike, to overcome years
of suspicion and sorrow and anger and
disappointment? How can we hope to
move the peace process forward?
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I regret to say that I come to the

conclusion that this resolution takes
us in the wrong direction. I join my
previous two colleagues, the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL) and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL) in that view. It is, I believe, a
one-sided resolution that will only set
things back. If it passes, I think it
risks undermining our credibility. It
risks frustrating our progress and, in-
deed, I think it risks postponing peace.

If this House is to take a position on
the peace process, I think what we
ought to do is tell both sides that they
ought to live by the agreement that
they have made, to abide by the agree-
ment that they have made.

Choosing sides now, and that is what
the resolution does, I believe, is short-
sighted. There is, as we know, an elec-
tion going on in Israel and there is a
great deal of anxiety and a great deal
of tension in the Palestinian commu-
nity. Lives are literally hanging in the
balance. What we do today could have
enormous implications for that peace
process, and I think the United States
should do everything it can to remain
a firm, neutral arbiter in this ongoing
process.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
resolution.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to re-
spond to a couple of the things that
have been said on the other side. First
of all, I think as the debate goes for-
ward we will see clearly that this is a
bipartisan measure. It looks as though
it is becoming a polarization between
the Republicans and the Democrats
with the Republicans favoring this
measure and the Democrats not. Noth-
ing could be further from this truth. In
fact, we have well over 280 cosponsors,
100 of those Democrat Members, coura-
geous Members, the gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS), many, many,
congressmen on the other side, who be-
lieve that this is an idea that will
strengthen the peace process and not
harm it.

I also might suggest there have been
those who have said suggest that this
might be irresponsible, not well timed,
would harm the peace process. I might
remind Members that just a few short
days ago, 98 members of the Senate and
one against voted for this exact same
measure word for word, and I really
think that it is getting kind of a mis-
representation today as something
that is kind of out there on the limb
when really it is not. It is a very re-
sponsible measure.

I might also say that it is intended to
protect the peace process because if the
Palestinian Authority did declare uni-
lateral statehood it is tantamount to
war, and the consequences would be ex-
tremely dire.

To my knowledge, the Israelis have
not proposed any unilateral measure
outside of the negotiations, and so if
they had proposed and if anybody on
the other side can come up with just

one unilateral action that the Israelis
have proposed that is outside of the
Oslo Accord, please bring it forward
and we will add it to a resolution and
bring it up next week.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
FORBES).

(Mr. FORBES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Arizona (Mr. SALMON)
for his leadership on this question.

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, we are
here today contemplating passage of
this most necessary resolution because
of the public pronouncements of Yasser
Arafat. He has necessitated this action
because in direct contravention of the
Wye and Oslo agreements, he has put
out there the notion that he may, in
fact, declare unilaterally a Palestinian
state. If there is ever an act that would
sabotage the hopes for peace and secu-
rity in the region, it would be that uni-
lateral declaration.

Yasser Arafat unquestionably re-
mains, in fact, a professional terrorist.
He has American, Israeli, European and
Arab blood on his hands. There are
many of his allies, the Hezbollah and
the Hamas, who consider themselves
close allies, who would like nothing
better than a declaration of independ-
ence by Yasser Arafat sometime in
May. It would give them the oppor-
tunity to have a state that is fully sov-
ereign and inviolable; able to import
and manufacture any weapon; turn a
police force that in all reality is actu-
ally an army into what we know it to
be; free to support terrorism and poised
to attack Israel and possibly Jordan.

From his past actions, we can only
infer that a unilateral declaration by
Yasser Arafat would be absolutely the
matter that would destroy the process
for peace and security in the region.
Therefore, we are obligated, as a nation
who has been an honest broker in this
process, to bring this resolution for-
ward and to state for all the world that
we will not stand for a unilateral dec-
laration of a Palestinian state that
would really lead, frankly, to the com-
promising of the security and the safe-
ty and the peaceful coexistence of
Israel.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, there is no doubt that this
resolution is going to pass overwhelm-
ingly today. No one has argued, after
all, that a unilateral declaration of a
Palestinian state is a helpful idea, es-
pecially in light of the precarious state
of the peace process and the impending
Israeli elections.

The resolution, moreover, has been
redrawn since the last Congress, to
clarify that it opposes the unilateral
declaration of Palestinian statehood,
not Palestinian statehood as such.

The most promising path to peace,
most of us agree, and the most promis-
ing path to the satisfaction of both
Palestinian and Israeli aspirations, is
to have no provocative unilateral ac-
tions taken by either side but, rather,
to continue the process of negotiation
and cooperation mapped out in Oslo.

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, I
must add that both the timing and the
content of this resolution give cause
for great concern.

The resolution is one-sided in focus-
ing its attention on what the Palestin-
ians need to do to promote the peace
process with no attention to Israeli ob-
ligations stemming from the Oslo and
the Wye Accords.

The Oslo agreement signified that
the Israelis and Palestinians have be-
come partners on the road to peace and
both sides must live up to their obliga-
tions and avoid provocations that un-
dermine the peace process.

The ranking member of the Commit-
tee on International Relations, the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GEJDENSON), proposed language in com-
mittee that would have made this a
more balanced resolution, asserting
United States opposition to ‘‘a unilat-
eral declaration of statehood or unilat-
eral actions by either party outside the
negotiating process that prejudge or
predetermine those negotiations.’’

Israel has been and remains our
strongest and most reliable ally in the
Middle East. Declaring as part of this
resolution that they too must be re-
sponsible for carrying out their obliga-
tions would not undermine our rela-
tionship or threaten its future. In fact,
it might make it stronger.

Mr. Speaker, I hope and believe that
Chairman Arafat has no intention of
declaring statehood unilaterally, de-
spite the arrival of the deadline date
anticipated at Oslo. Our administra-
tion has already made it abundantly
clear that it is opposed to a unilateral
declaration of statehood. No one
doubts that.

So why are we considering this reso-
lution now? And will this resolution
make it harder or easier, politically,
for Chairman Arafat to do the right
thing?

I think I know the answers to these
questions, and I wish the sponsors of
this resolution had conscientiously
thought them through before bringing
this resolution to the floor today.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the resolution of the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON)
and I want to underscore once again
the United States Senate, in a vote of
98-to-1, passed the exact same resolu-
tion, the exact same resolution word
for word.

We oppose the PLO’s unilateral dec-
laration of a Palestinian state, despite
the First Lady’s claim that there
should be one. Many in the PLO leader-
ship seem to think that the final word
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on a Palestinian state will come from
the PLO and no one else. Well that as-
sumption cannot be more wrong.

I will remind Mr. Arafat that unilat-
eral action violates the basic provi-
sions of the Oslo peace process. I will
also remind Mr. Arafat that since the
Oslo peace agreement was signed in
1993, the U.S. has provided hundreds of
millions of dollars in aid to the Pal-
estinian Authority for maintaining its
commitment to bring peace to the Mid-
dle East.

I have always been skeptical of that
commitment, and if the PLO moves to-
ward unilateral declaration of state-
hood it will prove to the world what I
have always suspected, the PLO is
committed to rhetoric, not peace.

Mr. Arafat, the U.S. Congress is put-
ting you on notice, declare statehood
on May 4 and we will declare your fi-
nancial support from the U.S. null and
void.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ROTHMAN).

(Mr. ROTHMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
SALMON) for his bill.

Mr. Speaker, which country is Amer-
ica’s greatest ally in the Middle East?
Which country votes with the United
States 95 percent of the time at the
United Nations, more so than any
other American ally? Which country
allows U.S. planes to fly over her air
space? Which country cares for Ameri-
ca’s soldiers and her hospitals and is
our partner in developing a missile de-
fense system? Who is the Middle East’s
only democracy and the longest and
best ally of the United States?

Israel.
Mr. Speaker, the resolution pending

before this body right now is very sim-
ple. It simply reaffirms America’s com-
mitments to both her number one ally
in the Middle East, Israel, and to the
peace process that began with the sign-
ing of the Oslo Accords in 1993.

Palestinian threats to unilaterally
declare statehood is a violation of the
Oslo Accords that they signed. A uni-
laterally declared Palestinian state,
without borders agreed upon by the
state of Israel, would take Israeli land,
would threaten Israel’s people and
would, yes, threaten Israel’s very exist-
ence.

America, and the United States Con-
gress, must be very clear to the Pal-
estinian Authority. When you wrong-
fully threaten America’s best and most
strategic ally in the Middle East and
one of America’s greatest allies in the
world, there will be immediate, lasting
and severe consequences.
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Mr. Speaker, the United States must

not recognize a unilaterally declared
Palestinian state, and I urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS).

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of House concurrent resolu-
tion 24 expressing this Congress’s oppo-
sition to a unilateral declaration of an
independent Palestinian state.

Mr. Speaker, peace in the Middle
East cannot be achieved through uni-
lateral declarations. A lasting peace
can and will only be achieved at the
bargaining table, through the give and
take of diplomacy and negotiation.

PLO leader Yasser Arafat’s repeated
assertions that he would declare a Pal-
estinian state on or after May 4, 1999,
are both an affront to and a violation
of the spirit of the Oslo Accords,
threatening not only a delicate peace
process, but an escalation of violence
and bloodshed.

Palestinian statehood is a fundamen-
tal issue in the Arab-Israeli negotia-
tions and one that needs to be ad-
dressed through deliberation and con-
sensus, not posturing and proclama-
tion. America’s response to these dec-
larations must be certain and unambig-
uous: That we oppose any and all arbi-
trary declarations of statehood, and
would not under any circumstances
recognize a unilaterally declared Pal-
estinian state.

When President Clinton meets next
week with Yasser Arafat, he must re-
peat this Congress’s and this Nation’s
resolve that any Palestinian state
must be created at the bargaining
table.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. BERMAN).

(Mr. BERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to give
my prepared remarks; I would rather
at this point take a little time to re-
spond to some of the comments that
have been raised on this issue, because
I think that the resolution of the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON) has
received a bit of an unfair rap.

This is not a resolution to catalog all
of the violations that have occurred by
one party or another and to make an
accurate statement of who has been
wronged and who has not been
wronged. It is not about the past, it is
about the future. I say most respect-
fully, when I hear the gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL) say, I want
to see a Palestinian state, my guess is,
if asked, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. FORBES), would say, I never want
to see a Palestinian state. I think what
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CAMPBELL) wants and what the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FORBES)
wants or what I want is irrelevant.

The parties agreed at Oslo to decide
this most fundamental of issues: the
negotiations over what kind of entity
will be there in the final status talks
and negotiations between the parties.
It is not a U.S. decision, and it is not
a Members of Congress decision.

Mr. Speaker, all this resolution does
is say, Congress opposes in every way
it can such a fundamental and material
breach of the Oslo process as the uni-
lateral declaration of a Palestinian
state. If the Israeli cabinet and the
Israeli Knesset announced tomorrow
that they were going to annex every
portion of the West Bank now under
Israeli military occupation, which is
the vast, vast majority of the West
Bank, people would say, wait a second,
you are fundamentally breaching the
commitments you made under Oslo,
and they would be accurate in saying
so. This is the exact equivalent. How-
ever, no one in responsible positions in
Israel has suggested annexation, a uni-
lateral annexation, except in retalia-
tion for the declaration of statehood;
but on the Palestinian side, a number
of leaders under the Palestinian Au-
thority have threatened the unilateral
declaration.

So I can sit here and talk about
whether enough guns have been con-
fiscated by the Palestinian Authority
or whether terrorists have been re-
leased or what is the state of Israel’s
settlements, and I have opinions on all
of those different issues. This is not a
resolution to catalog all of those ques-
tions; this is a resolution that goes to
the heart of the breach that will de-
stroy the peace process, and that is
unilateral declaration of statehood.

One final point. There is a lot of talk
here about U.S. as honest broker, U.S.
as evenhanded. Let me tell my col-
leagues, the Palestinians, Chairman
Arafat, the leadership of the Palestin-
ian Authority, wants the U.S. involved
in the peace process because of the
U.S.’s relationship with the State of
Israel, because the U.S. has been
Israel’s strongest ally, because Israel
has come to the U.S.

The U.S. role, yes, is to be an honest
broker and to play a facilitating role
and to bring the parties together and
to push the peace process forward. But
make no mistake about it. If parties
wanted evenhanded, neutral people who
have demonstrated equal distance from
all of the parties, they could have gone
to the Swedes or Norway or to the Eu-
ropean Union to play this role. No. The
Palestinian Authority recognizes that
it is the U.S. and its relationship with
Israel, close as it is, that makes it a
useful party to help facilitate these
talks. It is not for the U.S. to be even-
handed; it is for the U.S. to recognize
its relationship with Israel and to play
that kind of a role, and that is the way
this process will succeed, with the
United States playing that role.

So I commend the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. SALMON). I think this is a
good resolution. This recognizes that a
fundamental breach might very well
occur and we should right now let ev-
eryone know that this destroys the
peace process and we think it is a big
mistake, and on the other issues, let us
work to resolve them and move that
process forward.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H. Con.
Res. 24, expressing congressional opposition
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to the unilateral declaration of a Palestinian
state.

The most basic and fundamental principle of
the Middle East peace process is that all
issues related to the permanent status of a
Palestinian entity must be addressed through
negotiations.

A unilateral declaration of a Palestinian
state would, by definition, constitute a blatant
violation of that principle and fly in the face of
Palestinian commitments under the Oslo ac-
cords.

Palestinian statehood—more than any other
issue—goes right to the core of the Arab-
Israeli conflict. One side cannot act alone in
determining this status and in answering the
numerous questions that it raises: Where
should its borders be? What should be the
limitations on its sovereignty? How will Israel’s
security be guaranteed?

A unilateral declaration of a Palestinian
state would destroy the peace process. Years
of hard work, sacrifice and efforts to build trust
would go down the drain in the blink of an
eye. There would be no winners, only losers.

As Prime Minister Netanyahu recently stat-
ed, Israel would respond ‘‘very forcefully’’ if
such a declaration were made. This response
would probably include an Israeli decision to
annex portions of the West Bank currently
under their control.

Although you wouldn’t know it from reading
the text of this resolution, President Clinton
has repeatedly declared strong opposition to
the unilateral declaration of a Palestinian state
and made it abundantly clear that it would not
be recognized by the United States.

Nevertheless, Palestinian Authority Chair-
man Yassar Arafat has refused to rule out the
possibility.

As recently as February 20, a high level
Palestinian Authority official said, and I quote,
‘‘We are moving forward in our preparations
for the day, May 4, the date of the declaration
of a Palestinian state.’’

So, as much as I’d like to believe the con-
ventional wisdom that Chairman Arafat will not
make a unilateral declaration of statehood, it is
clear that we as a body must go on record to
express our complete and total opposition to
such an act.

I urge my colleagues to support H. Con.
Res. 24.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT).

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Arizona for yield-
ing to me. I stand in support of his res-
olution.

I also want to associate myself with
the comments just made by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN). I
think that was an excellent analysis of
the delicacy of the decisions that are
going to be made in the next few
weeks.

The repeated threats to unilaterally
declare a Palestinian state are as
unstablizing, as destabilizing, as unset-
tling as anything could be in this proc-
ess. That action is in violation of the
agreement as I see it. Article XXXI of
the Oslo II Accords clearly states,
‘‘Neither side shall initiate or take any
step that will change the status of the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip pending
the outcome of permanent status nego-
tiations.’’

Obviously, this is at the heart of the
outcome of those negotiations. Obvi-
ously, this is a core issue that more
than any other can provide great im-
balance at a time when the Middle East
has at least within sight the oppor-
tunity for peace, the opportunity for
balance there.

Mr. Speaker, our response to what
the Palestinians might do would be
crucial. Chairman Arafat’s understand-
ing of our response is crucial. We need
to make it clear that we will not recog-
nize a unilaterally declared State; that
the peace process would be in jeopardy;
that the United States will do its best
to help mediate this conflict, to help
ensure permanent peace, but that the
timing could not be worse than the
timing that is projected to declare this
state, a timing only days before an
election in Israel. Elections are vola-
tile times anywhere. They are most
volatile in the Middle East; they are
most volatile in Israel. The debate is a
difficult debate to achieve. It is par-
ticularly difficult to achieve in the
middle of an election campaign.

Mr. Speaker, our message to Chair-
man Arafat should be, do not take this
step, do not jeopardize the process. Do
everything you can to stabilize the sit-
uation with Israel. Our message to
Israel should be to work hard for peace.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. LANTOS).

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to set the
record straight and to argue that sup-
port for this resolution is the single-
most helpful thing we can do for Yassir
Arafat to continue the peace process.

In recent months, I had occasion 3
times to discuss with Mr. Arafat and
his associates this issue. Last summer,
then Speaker Gingrich and Democratic
Leader Gephardt led a small group of
us to the area for discussions. Last De-
cember, the President went with a few
of us to talk to both sides and we spent
considerable time with Mr. Arafat dis-
cussing this issue.

Earlier this year, I had the privilege
of addressing the Palestinian National
Council, along with Former Prime
Minister Peres and the former head of
the Soviet Union, Mikhail Gorbachev.
My message on all three occasions was
very simple: A unilateral declaration
of statehood by Arafat would perma-
nently destroy the peace process. Let
me repeat that. If Arafat goes ahead
with a unilateral declaration of state-
hood, whether it is on May 4 or May 25,
or July 11, the peace process is over.

Let me say to some of my colleagues,
some on my side of the aisle who are
straining for equivalence, the equiva-
lence would be to call on Israel, not to
unilaterally declare statehood. Israel
has been a State for over 50 years, an
ally of the United States, a member of
the United Nations with diplomatic
representation all over the world.
There is no equivalence here, because
the two sides are not equivalent. We

are talking about a unique historic sit-
uation whereby a sovereign and inde-
pendent state is in the process of vol-
untarily negotiating the surrender of
territories it occupies, and possibly ne-
gotiating the creation by mutual con-
sent of another state.

Now, some have belittled this resolu-
tion as being not binding. Well, it may
not be binding, but it surely has con-
sequences. Let me state here and now
so that there will not be any question
or doubt about it, that if Arafat does
declare unilaterally a Palestinian
state, I intend to introduce legislation
in this body which will cut off all aid
to the Palestinian Authority instanta-
neously. So this is not an academic de-
bate. Should it be necessary to intro-
duce such legislation, it will pass over-
whelmingly.

Mr. Speaker, some think that since
there have been technical violations on
both sides of the Oslo Accords, we
should discuss all of those. I think it is
extremely important to realize that ob-
viously there will be charges of tech-
nical violations of an incredibly com-
plex, life and death agreement that
might eventually solve this long-sim-
mering crisis. But we are not talking
about little technical violations. A uni-
lateral declaration of state by Arafat
terminates the peace process.

Since I am passionately committed
to the peace process for the sake of the
Palestinian people, for the sake of the
Israeli people, for the whole region and
indeed, for global stability, I urge my
colleagues to support this resolution.
It is a carefully crafted, balanced, rea-
sonable resolution, the purpose of
which is to save Arafat from the hot-
heads in his own camp. There are peo-
ple within Arafat’s group who are push-
ing him for a unilateral declaration of
state. If he follows their advice, the
peace process is doomed.

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my col-
leagues to support this resolution. I
commend my friend, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SALMON) for intro-
ducing it.

b 1330

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express
my strong support for this legislation
which expresses congressional opposi-
tion to the unilateral declaration of a
Palestinian state and urges the Presi-
dent to assert clearly United States op-
position to such unilateral declaration
of statehood.

Mr. Speaker, Yasser Arafat’s re-
peated threats that he would unilater-
ally declare a Palestinian state on May
4, 1999 are a grievous violation of the
spirit of the Oslo Accords. At the heart
of the peace process lies the fundamen-
tal commitment that all outstanding
issues relating to permanent status
will be resolved through negotiations.

In breach of this central obligation,
Mr. Arafat is asserting that he can pre-
empt the negotiations and act unilater-
ally on the critical and crucial issue of
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statehood. While Israel has committed
itself to continuous negotiations to re-
solve all issues, Mr. Arafat’s threat is
imperiling the peace process.

Clearly a unilateral declaration of
statehood would violate the very prin-
ciples on which the Oslo Peace Accords
are based, and such an action would
without question trigger a cycle of re-
taliation and escalation, possibly lead-
ing to violence and perhaps a collapse
of the peace process itself.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of this legislation, and I
strongly urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to support this legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL).

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to be the
lead Democrat on this resolution, and I
want to thank the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SALMON) for his leadership in
sponsoring this resolution.

As the gentleman from Arizona said
before, this is a bipartisan resolution.
It has 280 cosponsors, which is a major-
ity of this House. What this does is
simply bring Congress in line with
what has been said many, many times
before by President Clinton, by the ad-
ministration, and by anyone who is in
the know about the Middle East, that a
unilateral declaration of a Palestinian
state destroys the peace process. Clear
and simple.

So if we want the peace process to
continue, then there ought to be no
unilateral declarations of any kind. If
we want to destroy the peace process,
then Mr. Arafat can go right ahead and
issue his unilateral declaration.

Some of my colleagues have said this
will influence the Israeli elections.
That is nonsense, because every main-
stream party in Israel, every candidate
for prime minister in Israel who is in
the mainstream is opposed to a unilat-
eral declaration of a Palestinian state.
So this will not affect the Israeli elec-
tions. It simply holds Mr. Arafat’s feet
to the fire.

Now we know Mr. Arafat has a way of
talking out of 32 sides of his mouth. We
want him to keep his commitments.
This is a very, very balanced resolu-
tion, and I want to read some of it.
Simple. It says, ‘‘Whereas at the heart
of the Oslo peace process lies the basic,
irrevocable commitment made by Pal-
estinian Chairman Yasser Arafat that,
in his words, ‘all outstanding issues re-
lating to permanent status will be re-
solved through negotiations.’ ’’ That is
from Yasser Arafat’s own mouth. Why
would anyone be opposed to holding his
feet to the fire on that?

The resolution further states, ‘‘Re-
solved by the House of Representatives
* * * That (1) the final political status
of the territory controlled by the Pal-
estinian Authority can only be deter-
mined through negotiations and agree-
ment between Israel and the Palestin-
ian Authority.’’ Who could oppose
that?

‘‘(2) any attempt to establish Pal-
estinian statehood outside the nego-
tiating process will invoke the strong-
est congressional opposition,’’ as it
will. Finally, ‘‘(3) the President should
unequivocally assert United States op-
position,’’ which the President has, ‘‘to
the unilateral declaration of a Pal-
estinian state, making clear that such
a declaration would be a grievous vio-
lation of the Oslo accords and that a
declared state would not be recognized
by the United States.’’

If you ask me, this is again certainly
a mainstream resolution. It has broad
bipartisan support. It is only asking
the parties to keep the commitments
to which they made.

Mr. Arafat has to understand that
there will be severe consequences if he
does not fulfill his commitment, blow-
ing up the peace process and a cut off
of American aid. So, again, this is bi-
partisan. I strongly urge my colleagues
to support it. I thank the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SALMON) for his
leadership.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. Obey), ranking Demo-
crat and soon to be chairman again of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I will vote
for this resolution because I am
against all unilateral agencies in the
Middle East. But do not kid ourselves
by saying this is a balanced resolution.
It is not. If it were, it would take note
of all unilateral actions taken by all
parties in the Middle East, including
some unilateral actions taken by this
very Congress.

I believe that there will be a Pal-
estinian State someday, but I think it
should be established through direct
negotiations with Israel. I believe the
United States will have an embassy in
Jerusalem, but I believe it should be,
again, at the end of the process because
to attack precipitously will simply in-
flame the situation and make the
peace process more difficult.

I also believe, however, if this Con-
gress is going to be fair-minded in urg-
ing people like Mr. Arafat not to uni-
laterally declare a Palestinian State,
and I agree he should not, then this
Congress should also be fair-minded in
noting the actions on the part of the
Israeli government in taking unilateral
actions with respect to some settle-
ment activities in the West Bank and
in the Jerusalem neighborhoods.

It just seems to me that if Congress
wants to be constructive rather than
simply political, that when it brings
resolutions to the floor such as this,
they ought to be more balanced than
this is.

I say that as a friend of Israel. I say
that as the person who, for 10 years,
chaired the Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Re-
lated Programs. During that time, that
committee provided immense amounts
of aid to Israel with my support.

But I think that, if Congress wants to
help move the peace process forward, it

needs to be more balanced and more
constructive than it usually is. This
resolution I think, while it is correct in
asking Mr. Arafat not to proceed, it is
most certainly not correct to call it a
balanced resolution because most defi-
nitely it is not.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON),
the sponsor of the resolution.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding me this time. I might also
congratulate the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). I had no idea he was
reregistering as a Republican, obvi-
ously, if he is going to be the chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations. I
think that is a great move.

I would also like to thank the people
who have tirelessly worked on behalf of
this resolution. I would like to thank
on our side most of all the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) for his
tireless efforts. He introduced the leg-
islation last year and has been working
on it for a long, long time.

I also owe a great debt of gratitude
to the majority whip, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) for making H.
Con. Res. 24 a foreign policy priority in
the 106th Congress.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
ENGEL), the lead Democratic sponsor,
has been an enormous help in moving
the resolution forward. The gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ROTHMAN) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
SHERMAN) have also contributed both
in front and behind the scenes.

Moreover, the help of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. FORBES) and the
gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. BERK-
LEY) in gathering cosponsors is greatly
appreciated. Last, I would really like
to thank the gentleman from New
York (Chairman GILMAN) for making
this a priority of the Committee on
International Relations and bringing it
to the floor.

I think many have spoken about this
resolution in ways that I think really
do not grasp the essence of what we are
trying to accomplish. But there have
been a few that I think have very co-
gently delineated what exactly this bill
does.

I think of the comments of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS)
and I think of the comments of the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. ROTH-
MAN). They understand what this is all
about.

What this is about is to strengthen
the peace process. Many times here in
the Congress we have tried to be ahead
of the curve, not to cause problems,
but to make sure that it is clear in the
minds of those that we are negotiating
with, that we deal with in good faith,
that they are clear of our intentions.

I recall when we were dealing with
China, and they started lobbying mis-
siles in the Taiwan Strait, that Con-
gress was very forceful in communicat-
ing to China what our intentions were
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and what our relationship with Taiwan
is and will be in the future.

Those statements were not harmful
to our relationship with China. They
were clear statements of a purpose, of
what we stand for, of what we are
about. As was mentioned, there is
nothing in this resolution that de-
nounces anything that the Palestinian
Authority has done.

All it does is denounce what they
might possibly do and let them know,
with due process and clear intention,
that if they declare unilaterally a Pal-
estinian state, that the United States
will not recognize that, end of story.
There is no beating up on them. There
is no beating our chests. It is simply a
clear delineation of what we stand for
and what we believe.

As far as the peace process is con-
cerned, we are all committed. Those
who have suggested that this might
somehow thwart the peace process, I
think they know better. I think that
sometimes their rhetoric gets a little
reckless and out of control, but, frank-
ly, I think they know better.

They know what the intentions of
this resolution are, and that is why it
passed the Senate 98 to 1. That is why
there are 280 cosponsors, because it is
very plain, straightforward, and to the
point.

It reiterates what the American peo-
ple and the Congress have believed for
a long, long time, and that is that the
peace process cannot proceed if reck-
less action such as declaring unilater-
ally a Palestinian state goes forward.

As the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS) aptly pointed out, it
would completely obliterate, explode
the peace process. That is not what we
are about.

For those who have suggested the in-
tentions are somewhat different, I ask
them to please don their reading glass-
es and take another look at it, try a
little harder to understand it. It is not
that difficult.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to support
the resolution that we are considering today,
which underscores three important and timely
points: (1) The final political status of the terri-
tory controlled by the Palestinian Authority can
only be determined through negotiations and
agreement between Israel and the Palestinian
Authority; (2) any attempt to establish Pal-
estinian statehood outside the negotiating
process will invoke the strongest congres-
sional opposition; and (3) the President should
unequivocally assert United States opposition
to the unilateral declaration of a Palestinian
state, making clear that such a declaration
would be a grievous violation of the Oslo Ac-
cords and that a declared state would not be
recognized by the United States.

The resolution is forward thinking. Its inten-
tion is to prevent bloodshed. The Palestinian
Authority must understand that it cannot break
away from peaceful negotiations and receive
support and recognition from the United
States.

Before I close, I would like to thank Rep-
resentative SAXTON for all of his work on this
effort. And I owe a debt of gratitude to the Ma-
jority Whip, TOM DELAY, for making H. Con.

Res. 24 a foreign policy priority in the 106th
Congress. The lead Democratic cosponsor,
Representative ELIOT ENGEL, has been an
enormous help in moving the resolution for-
ward. Representatives ROTHMAN and SHERMAN
have also contributed both in front and behind
the scenes. Moreover, the help of Representa-
tives FORBES and BERKLEY in gathering co-
sponsors is greatly appreciated. And lastly, I
thank Chairman GILMAN for his commitment to
bring this resolution to the floor.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H. Con. Res. 24.

This resolution was introduced barely six
weeks ago to make clear the United States’
position on the Middle East peace process.

Today, this resolution will send a clear sig-
nal to Palestinian and other Middle East lead-
ers that this government remains unified on
two things.

First, we unconditionally support the Middle
East peace process and the agreements that
have been entered into by the Palestinians,
Israelis and other nations.

Second, we stand firmly and unconditionally
opposed to actions that either undermine the
peace process or contradict the Olso or Wye
agreements.

A unilateral declaration of a Palestinian
state will only lead to turmoil and destabilize
the peace process.

The recent passing of King Hussein of Jor-
dan combined with the upcoming election in
Israel places the already fragile peace agree-
ment on even shakier ground.

That is why it is imperative for all parties, in-
cluding the United States, to redouble their
commitment to a fair and lasting peace.

Again, I am pleased to support this resolu-
tion because I believe it clearly and fairly rein-
forces our support for peace in the Middle
East.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
rise in support of H. Con. Res. 24 expressing
the House’s opposition to the unilateral dec-
laration of a Palestinian state, and urging the
President to clearly state that the United
States government is united in its opposition
to such a move—one that would certainly de-
stabilize the Middle East peace process.

Several critical points must be understood.
First, it is Palestinian Authority chairman Yasir
Arafat who has suggested that he might unilat-
erally declare a free and independent Palestin-
ian state on May 4th of this year. This unilat-
eral step would contravene the entire process
that was set in motion by the Oslo Accords
and confirmed in the Wye River Memorandum.
The fundamental premise of this process is
one that Yasir Arafat himself recognized in a
letter to Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin years
ago where he wrote that: ‘‘all outstanding
issues relating to the permanent status will be
resolved through negotiations.’’ The threat-
ened unilateral declaration of statehood flies in
the face of this understanding and resorts to
one side taking matters into its own hands. It
is thus a violation of commitments made at
Oslo and Wye.

Second, such a step would certainly desta-
bilize the peace process and serve as a cata-
lyst for violence in Israel and in those areas
already governed by the Palestinian Authority.
Effectively, therefore, a unilateral declaration
by the Palestinian Authority could be inter-
preted as a threat of violence. This too flies in
the face of the tenets of the peace process
and calls into question Mr. Arafat’s trust-
worthiness as a negotiating partner.

Third, while some have suggested that this
resolution should also call upon Israel as well
to avoid unilateral actions that might be ques-
tioned under the Oslo framework, such an in-
clusion would lack any balance and propor-
tionality. Israel has not threatened to abdicate
its commitments and unilaterally determine a
final status issue of the magnitude of Palestin-
ian statehood.

Fourth, the United States Congress has
supported the Oslo process and the position
that the parties themselves must resolve such
thorny issues through negotiation. The United
States Senate has remained true to this posi-
tion by passing its resolution on this matter
last week by a vote of 98 to 1. The House
must do the same today. And the entire Con-
gress must thereby insist that the Administra-
tion support resolving any permanent status
issues through negotiations and agreement,
not by unilateral action. The Administration
must clearly state that any unilateral declara-
tion of statehood by the Palestinian Authority
will not receive the recognition of the United
States and that the Administration will encour-
age its allies not to afford it any recognition ei-
ther.

Mr. Speaker, I traveled to Israel last Decem-
ber with the President as the designee of the
Speaker of this House. On that trip and oth-
ers, I have seen up-close the challenges that
this tiny island of democracy in the Middle
East confronts and the risks she has taken for
peace. Today, Yasir Arafat suggests the Pal-
estinians may abandon the peace process and
unilaterally declare a Palestinian state; tomor-
row, he will threaten to declare Jerusalem as
its capital.

Mr. Speaker, we must stand with our friends
when they are challenged, and today that
means standing with Israel.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex-
press my concern over language utilized in H.
Con. Res. 24. Although I supported the resolu-
tion, I feel that Congress did not have an ade-
quate opportunity to more fully discuss all uni-
lateral declarations by any party to the Middle
East peace process, including those by the
United States. I believe that final status issues
should be subject to good faith negotiations by
both sides.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, as an original
co-sponsor of H. Con. Res. 24, I rise in strong
support of this resolution and urge its adop-
tion.

This resolution not only opposes a unilateral
declaration of a Palestinian state, but also
urges the President to make very clear the op-
position of the United States to such unilateral
action. A unilateral declaration would be brink-
manship of the most irresponsible kind, a pro-
vocative act that would force the State of
Israel to respond and a direct affront to the
spirit of the Oslo accords.

Only six years ago, at the Oslo accords,
Israeli and Palestinian negotiators took signifi-
cant steps towards achieving peace and sta-
bility in the Middle East. Oslo forged a com-
mitment to cooperate and strive for a lasting
peace through open and honest negotiations.

Unfortunately, the peace process is now se-
riously threatened by a repeated threat by Pal-
estinian leaders to unilaterally declare state-
hood once the Oslo accords expire on May 4.
Such a declaration would short circuit the
peace process, roll back the progress that has
been made and undermine the hard work of
all those who want meaningful peace in the
Middle East.
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Both Israeli and Palestinian leaders made a

commitment at Oslo to resolve differences
through negotiation. As Chairman Arafat said
himself in a letter to Prime Minister Rabin in
1993, ‘‘All outstanding issues relating to per-
manent status will be resolved through nego-
tiations.’’ Chairman Arafat must be held ac-
countable to this promise. A unilateral declara-
tion would terminate the negotiations and risk
a needless, perilous escalation of this conflict.
Such defiance would compel the State of
Israel to respond to protect its security, likely
leading to escalating conflict.

The people of the Middle East have lived
with conflict, violence and bloodshed for too
long. Now they have the opportunity to nego-
tiate a permanent peace. This opportunity
must not be sabotaged by a unilateral declara-
tion. The Oslo peace process has presented a
valuable opportunity for the people of the Mid-
dle East to begin healing the wounds of cen-
turies of conflict and distrust. A unilateral dec-
laration of statehood would reopen those old
wounds and inevitably lead to more violence
and bloodshed.

It is my hope that both Israel and the Pal-
estinians will live up to their commitments in
the Oslo accords. This resolution puts the
Congress on record in support of negotiation,
not brinkmanship and unilateral action. That is
the right road to peace.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to sup-
port this resolution expressing congressional
opposition to the unilateral declaration of a
Palestinian state. My support, however, is
given with a degree of reluctance. I believe
that the unilateral declaration of a Palestinian
state is in direct conflict with the spirit of the
Oslo Accords and would be a fatal blow to the
ongoing peace process. I hope that our Pal-
estinian and Israeli friends will continue to
work together through the negotiating process
to come to resolution on the final status of
Palestine.

Mr. Speaker, I am, however, disappointed
with the one-sidedness of this resolution. I am
disappointed that my colleagues on the Inter-
national Relations Committee did not see fit to
amend the resolution as my colleague Mr.
Gejdenson proposed. He asked that the reso-
lution reflect the positive efforts made thus far
by both parties to the negotiations and ac-
knowledged that unilateral actions of any kind
by either party are contrary to the spirit of ne-
gotiation. I wholeheartedly agree. Though I will
vote in favor of this resolution, it is my hope
that in the future this body keep in mind the
necessity of fairmindedness in language and
treatment for all parties in the Middle East
working to find resolution to these extremely
sensitive, contentious issues.

In a recent editorial to the Washington Post,
Dr. Henry Kissinger noted that the role of the
United States in the peace process is to help
each party find terms that meet their own
needs and yet are compatible with the neces-
sities of the other. ‘‘As keepers of the diplo-
matic process, we should be steering the par-
ties to a realistic dialogue on those subjects
on which the survival of both sides truly de-
pends.’’ Today, we are sending a strong mes-
sage to the Palestinian Authority not to take ir-
revocable action for which serious con-
sequences will result. However, by condemn-
ing unilateral action by only one party to the
negotiation, I believe we fail to meet our obli-
gation to help the parties raise the dialogue to
a higher level.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of the resolution. A unilateral declaration of
statehood by the Palestinians would be a pro-
vocative act that would threaten the peace
process. The President opposes such a dec-
laration, and Congress should put its opposi-
tion on the record.

Both the Oslo Accord and the Wye Memo-
randum prohibit unilateral actions by either
side. For years, it has been mutually under-
stood that critical final status issues—prime
among them the question of a Palestinian
state—must be resolved in the context of di-
rect negotiations between Israelis and Pal-
estinians, not through unilateral actions.

My only problem with this resolution is that
it is not strong enough. Congress should be
on record opposing all unilateral acts, includ-
ing, but not limited to, a declaration of Pal-
estinian statehood. This resolution would be
immeasurably strengthened if it opposed any
and all unilateral actions by either party. In my
view, Congress can do its part to advance the
peace process by urging both parties to resist
political temptations and refrain from unilateral
actions.

Mr. Speaker, attaining peace in the Middle
East is of paramount importance to U.S. na-
tional interests. The alternatives to a success-
ful peace process are economic disruption,
terrorism, and even war. The ability of future
generations of Israelis and Palestinians to live
in peace and enjoy economic prosperity de-
pends on the peace process. The two main in-
gredients to continuing the peace process are
active U.S. involvement and strict adherence
to the historic agreements hammered out in
Olso and at Wye. This resolution urges one
party to fulfill its commitment. In order to
achieve peace, all parties must do their part.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
express my strong support for the passage of
H. Con. Res. 24 expressing the opposition of
this Congress to the unilateral declaration of a
Palestinian State.

As you might remember, Mr. Speaker, five
years ago Israel and the Palestinian Authority
joined together in Oslo, Norway and signed
the Oslo Accords as the first step towards a
negotiated permanent peace accord. The Oslo
Accords agreed to by both sides stated that
any declaration of Palestinian Statehood must
be the result of bilateral negotiation and mutu-
ally agreed security.

That being said, Chairman Arafat has an-
nounced on several occasions since Oslo his
intentions to unilaterally declare an independ-
ent Palestinian state this May. Adding fuel to
the fire have been the remarks last year of
First Lady Hillary Clinton suggesting that a
Palestinian State is in the best long term inter-
est of the region, statements by officials at the
State Department suggesting that the Palestin-
ians should move forward and even President
Clinton himself whose visit late last year to
Gaza had all the pomp and circumstance of
an official ‘‘state’’ visit.

While the Administration has expressed
their opposition in recent weeks to a unilateral
declaration of a Palestinian State, it is clear
that Congress must now send Chairman
Arafat a strong message in the absence once
again of a clear and consistent Clinton Admin-
istration policy. Additionally, I am concerned
that the Administration may be attempting to
hold hostage U.S. assistance in the region
due to Israel’s reluctance to fully implement
the Wye Agreement in response to Chairman

Arafat’s intentions to unilaterally declare state-
hood. Clearly, Mr. Speaker, this once again
shows the Administration’s willingness to send
the Palestinians the wrong message. it is my
fear that if the Clinton Administration continues
on this course, we risk blowing a hole in the
peace process and permanently injuring the
relationship we have with America’s strongest
ally in the region, Israel.

Throughout my first two terms in Congress
I have invested a great deal of time helping to
ensure that we can reach a negotiated peace
in the Middle East. I have served as an inter-
national observer of the Palestinian Elections,
Chairman of the House Republican Israel
Caucus and have made several trips to the re-
gion. I know from my first hand experiences
and meetings with leaders on both sides, that
a lasting peace in this region can only be
achieved through negotiation and agreement
by both Israel and the Palestinian Authority.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate has already acted
on an identical resolution which passed by an
overwhelming vote of 98 to 1. I urge my col-
leagues in the House to follow suit and send
Chairman Arafat and the Clinton Administra-
tion a message that any declaration of a Pal-
estinian State must be along the guidelines of
the bilateral negotiations contained in the Oslo
Accords.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this resolution because we,
as a nation, must make it unmistakably clear
that a unilateral declaration of a Palestinian
state by the Palestinian Authority is totally un-
acceptable.

The United States must never recognize a
unilaterally declared Palestinian state. Such an
act does nothing to further the peace process.
It does, however, present a direct affront and
challenge to Israel, one of our strongest allies.

A unilaterally declared Palestinian state
would violate the most basic principles upon
which the Middle East peace process has
rested since the Oslo accords. Most impor-
tantly, it would dramatically destabilize the
Middle East and increase the risk of renewed
violence that could spell an end to the Middle
East peace process.

A unilateral action by one party would allow
this situation to snowball out of control. Too
many people of good will have worked for too
long trying to address these issues. We must
make it clear that the Palestinian Authority
must not abandon its commitments.

The interests of the United States require
political, economic and social stability in the
Middle East; the long-suffering people of the
region deserve true peace. Yet clearly, we
cannot impose a solution on the parties. Only
Israel and the Palestinians—together—can
forge a mutually acceptable solution to these
difficult issues. The United States must con-
tinue to do everything in its power to assure
that the parties to the negotiations stay the
course.

As the resolution properly notes, Palestinian
Authority Chairman Arafat, at Oslo, made a
basic irrevocable commitment that ‘‘all out-
standing issues relating to permanent status
will be resolved through negotiations.’’ The
final political status of the territory controlled
by the Palestinian Authority can only be deter-
mined through negotiations and agreement
between Israel and the Palestinian Authority.

Chairman Arafat and the Palestinian Author-
ity made an agreement with Israel that these
issues would be resolved through negotia-
tions, not through unilateral declarations. Just
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as Israel agreed to a process for resolving
these issues, so did the Palestinians. Both
Israel and the Palestinian Authority must
honor their agreements.

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant resolution.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express
my views on H. Con. Res. 24, a resolution ex-
pressing Congressional opposition to the uni-
lateral declaration of a Palestinian state.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose any unilateral action,
by any of the parties to the Oslo Agreement
and the Wye River Agreement that would en-
danger further progress in the Middle East
peace process. I agree with the many observ-
ers who believe that for the Palestinian author-
ity to declare a Palestinian state, at this time,
would be disruptive and dangerous for the
Middle East peace process. Such a unilateral
declaration could also have a negative impact
on the upcoming elections in Israel. While the
Palestinian people do have the right of self de-
termination, the declaration and establishment
of a Palestinian state is an issue best dealt
with in the context of a negotiated, com-
prehensive peace agreement.

Mr. Speaker, I also agree with the remarks
of Mr. Dennis Ross, President Clinton’s chief
Middle East peace negotiator, regarding the
negative impact on the peace process of the
current Israeli government’s continued push to
build and expand Israeli settlements on the
West Bank. Such settlement activity not only
creates ‘‘new facts on the ground’’ but they
create real obstacles to the completion of a
fair and enduring peace between the Israeli
and the Palestinian people.

Mr. Speaker, I will support this resolution
today. However, I continue to urge both sides,
the Palestinians and the Israelis, to avoid any
unilateral actions which could endanger the
Middle East peace process. We need to build
more progress towards a peaceful solution,
not more obstacles thrown in the path of
peace.

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, as a cospon-
sor of H. Con. Res. 24, I urge my colleagues
to support this resolution.

Since the United States officially recognized
the state of Israel on May 15, 1948, we have
enjoyed a close diplomatic relationship. As the
only democracy in the Middle East, Israel has
been a strong ally in this often tumultuous re-
gion and, in turn, the United States has pro-
vided necessary foreign aid. Without the
strong support of our allies, including Israel, it
is certain that long lasting peace would be far
more difficult to achieve in the Middle East.

In the summer of 1997, I accompanied a
congressional delegation to Israel to obtain a
better understanding of the many important
and delicate issues in the Middle East and to
discuss the latest developments in the peace
process. It is my belief that in order to secure
U.S. interests in the Middle East, we must
help ensure economic and political stability in
Israel as well.

This past fall, President Clinton, Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu, and Chairman Arafat met at
the Wye River Plantation and reaffirmed the
importance of maintaining a peace in the Mid-
dle East. The agreement struck at the Wye
Plantation in October underscored the fact that
both Israel and Palestine have to work to-
gether to form an enduring peace.

If Palestine unilaterally were to declare itself
an independent state it could jeopardize the
foundation upon which the Oslo Accords, the

Hebron Agreement, and the Wye Agreement
were built. Mr. Speaker, it is imperative that
any changes regarding ‘‘statehood’’ are done
through the negotiating process, as stated in
H. Con. Res. 24.

It is my hope that a lasting peace will soon
be attained in the Middle East. Again, I urge
my colleagues to support this resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, we have
no further requests of time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
STEARNS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, H. Con. Res. 24.

The question was taken.
Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1999

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 104 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 104

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 819) to author-
ize appropriations for the Federal Maritime
Commission for fiscal years 2000 and 2001.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. After general debate the bill shall
be considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. The bill shall be considered as
read. During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the chairman of the Committee
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion on the basis of whether the Member of-
fering an amendment has caused it to be
printed in the portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
8 of rule XVIII. Amendments so printed shall
be considered as read. The chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may: (1) postpone
until a time during further consideration in
the Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
STEARNS). The gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, last Wednesday the
Committee on Rules met and granted
an open rule for H.R. 81, the Federal
Maritime Commission Authorization
Act. The rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate equally divided between
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

The rule provides that the bill shall
be open for amendment at any point
and authorizes the Chair to accord pri-
ority in recognition to Members who
have preprinted their amendments in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The rule allows the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole to postpone
votes during consideration of the bill,
and to reduce votes to 5 minutes on a
postponed question if the vote follows a
15-minute vote.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 104 is an open
rule for a good, noncontroversial bill.
The Federal Maritime Commission Au-
thorization Act allocates $15.7 million
for the Federal Maritime Commission
in 2000 and $16.3 million for the Com-
mission in 2001, an increase of approxi-
mately $1 million.

Because the Commission ably pro-
tects United States shippers and car-
riers, including Sea-Land Service of
Charlotte, North Carolina, from the
unfair trade practices of foreign gov-
ernments and flag carriers, the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure reported a bill that makes no
changes to the duties of the Commis-
sion. I urge my colleagues to support
this open rule and to support the un-
derlying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, my dear friend, the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs.
MYRICK), for yielding me the cus-
tomary half-hour, and I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, like every other Mem-
ber of this House, I am a big fan of the
Federal Maritime Commission. It pro-
tects United States shippers from the
restrictive rules of foreign govern-
ments and from the unfair practices of
foreign flagged carriers. It investigates
complaints and helps keep shippers in
compliance with the Shipping Act of
1984. It also monitors tariffs to make
sure they are reasonable.

In short, Mr. Speaker, the Federal
Maritime Commission keeps order on
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the high seas, especially when it comes
to commerce. The commissioners do
very good work, and their work should
continue.

I support this open rule and the bill
to fund the Federal Maritime Commis-
sion in fiscal years 2000 and 2001. How-
ever, Mr. Speaker, let me note that I
do not think that this bill even needs a
rule at all.

The Federal Maritime Commission
has such widespread support that, once
upon a time, this bill was on the sus-
pension calendar. I know of no amend-
ments to this bill, so I am wondering
why we are bringing the bill up with a
rule in the first place.

Mr. Speaker, this is starting to be-
come a pattern. Bills that normally
come up under suspension of the rules
are instead being sent to the Commit-
tee on Rules and coming to the floor
for a vote. In fact, 9 of the last 15 bills
that we have sent to the Committee on
Rules have passed by more than 400
votes.

On the other hand, Mr. Speaker, the
bills that should have open rules are
being closed down. We just finished the
Ed-Flex bill, which was brought to the
floor under a restrictive rule with a
preprinting requirement and a time
cap. Twenty-three Democratic amend-
ments were submitted and preprinted;
two Republican amendments were sub-
mitted and preprinted. Both Repub-
lican amendments were considered and
only three of the 23 Democratic amend-
ments were considered before the time
cap was up.

In other words, Mr. Speaker, 20
Democratic amendments which were
preprinted in the RECORD, according to
the rule, were blocked from consider-
ation. In order to give Members more
time to offer their amendments, the
Democratic ranking member of the
committee, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. CLAY) made a unanimous
consent request for 2 additional hours,
which the Republican chairman, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING), denied.

I wonder, Mr. Speaker, why we need a
rule for this simple 2-page non-
controversial bill while bigger and
more controversial rules, like Edu-
cation and Kosovo, are brought up
under restrictive rules.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.

MYRICK). Pursuant to House Resolution
104 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
819.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 819) to
authorize appropriations for the Fed-
eral Maritime Commission for fiscal
years 2000 and 2001, with Mr. STEARNS
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAY-
LOR) will each control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am quite pleased to
bring this bill to the floor today to au-
thorize expenditures of the Federal
Maritime Commission. The Federal
Maritime Commission has important
work ahead to implement the impor-
tant provisions of the Ocean Shipping
Reform Act of 1998. That act contains
the first major amendments to deregu-
late international ocean shipping since
1984.

H.R. 819 also contains funds for the
Federal Maritime Commission to en-
force the provisions of the Foreign
Shipping Practices Act and to carry
out the other responsibilities of the
Commission. So I would urge my col-
leagues to support this important bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would report to the
House that thus far, in the early days
of this Congress, the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure has
already had nine bills pass the House
and ten other measures pass the com-
mittee and which we are prepared to
bring to the floor of the House. So we
are off to a very fast start on the com-
mittee and look forward to a very pro-
ductive legislative session.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 819, the Federal Maritime
Commission Authorization Act of 1999.
The Federal Maritime Commission per-
forms a vital role of protecting our
international trade from unfair prac-
tices by foreign governments and is ac-
tively engaged in implementing the
new Ocean Shipping Reform Act of
1998. Deregulation of international
maritime shipping begins May 1. The
ocean carriers and shippers are quickly
moving to enter into service contracts
in which their competitors will no
longer know the rates. A new era in
competition in international shipping
is about to begin.

The Commission has also been ac-
tively involved in resolving practices
by the governments of China, Japan
and Brazil that distort the free market
system of international shipping by

imposing restrictions on U.S. carriers
in these trades.

H.R. 819 authorizes $15.6 million for
the Federal Maritime Commission for
fiscal year 2000 and $16.3 million for fis-
cal year 2001. The fiscal year 2000 fund-
ing level is $385,000 above the amount
requested by the President to fund the
appointment of the fifth commissioner
and his staff. Mr. Chairman, this is a
very reasonable budget request.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support H.R. 819, the Federal Mari-
time Commission Authorization Act of
1999.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 819, the Federal Mar-
itime Commission Authorization Act. The Fed-
eral Maritime Commission (FMC) was created
to advocate for an open and fair system of
international ocean borne transportation for
U.S. imports and exports.

One of the most important responsibilities
vested in the Commission is its duty to protect
U.S. ocean borne trade and U.S. carriers from
discriminatory or unfavorable treatment by for-
eign governments. The Commission has a
long history of using its authority to impose
sanctions and other retaliatory measures, to
force foreign governments to abandon protec-
tionist policies and to open maritime markets
to U.S. companies. These ongoing actions
have created business opportunities for U.S.
shipping companies and provide more favor-
able transportation conditions for U.S. exports.
Presently, the FMC is contending with the
monitoring and/or reviewing conditions and ac-
tivities in the U.S./China trade, commitments
to reform Japanese port practices, and condi-
tions in Brazil which may be hindering free
and open ocean trade.

The FMC performs a wide range of other
important statutory functions as well. This in-
cludes policing anti-competitive abuses of anti-
trust immunity, various types of fraud against
consumers, mis-description or mis-declara-
tions of cargo, illegal or unfiled agreements,
unlicensed freight forwarding, untariffed cargo
carriage and illegal kickbacks, and unbonded
passenger vessel operations. Another essen-
tial responsibility of the Commission is the
oversight of carrier activity and commercial
conditions in the U.S. liner trades. The Com-
mission also conducts a variety of economic
analyses of the pricing and service behavior of
carriers operating in the U.S. trades, as well
as research on emerging trends in the liner
shipping industry. Most uniquely, the Commis-
sion provides an expeditious and inexpensive
forum for the resolution of disputes between
private parties involved in ocean transpor-
tation.

The territory of Guam has utilized the adju-
dication arm of the FMC in its quest to obtain
honest and fair prices for shipping products to
and from the island. These so called ‘‘rate
cases’’ have been instrumental in exposing
the historical inequity in shipping costs for
Guam that have long been the unseemly by-
product of the Jones Act.

Guam’s potential for serving as a ‘‘clearing-
house for maritime transported trade goods’’ is
limited by the application of the Jones Act and
other federal coastwise shipping laws, cargo-
preference laws, and cabotage laws. Gen-
erally, these laws require that goods shipped
between U.S. ports (e.g. Guam to San Fran-
cisco) must be carried on U.S. built ships that
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are of U.S. registry and manned by U.S.
crews.

The political coalition that protects the U.S.
shipping interests through the Jones Act and
associated laws is not only formidable, it is
probably the best-organized and broadest coa-
lition of interests in Washington. This coalition
includes the U.S. shipbuilders who have an in-
terest in requiring that the domestic U.S. trade
be reserved for them; maritime labor unions
who fight for jobs on these ships; conservative
defense ‘‘hawks’’ who argue that only a do-
mestic U.S. flagged fleet can be counted on in
war time; and communities with strong mari-
time interests.

Guam makes the best case for Jones Act
reform—we are technically in the domestic
market of offshore trade, so a reform aimed at
our specific needs would not necessarily upset
the total balance of domestic political interests.
Under current artificial conditions, Guam does
not have adequate economies of scale to at-
tract and sustain large port transshipment in-
dustries. For example, the rates for a con-
tainer shipment from the U.S. west coast to
Guam is three times higher, on average, than
for a similar container going from the west
coast to Japan. It is almost impossible to com-
pete with these numbers. An unfortunate re-
sult was the 1996 relocation of the Navy’s
Diego Garcia supply ship from Guam to
Yokosuka based on the econmics of these
shipping rates.

Our problem has always been the political
reluctance of the ‘‘Jones Act coalition’’ to allow
any erosion of current law. They argue that al-
lowing one exemption, however minor, starts
us down a slippery slope that jeopardizes all
the other interests. The defense of the Jones
Act reaches across party lines, so that neither
the Democrats nor the Republicans in Con-
gress or in the respective Democrat (Clinton)
and Republican (Bush) administrations have
had any burning desire to mess with it. Our
most visible allies for Jones Act reform are the
farmers in the Midwest who feel that the
Jones Act makes their grain exports less com-
petitive because of the artifically high transpor-
tation costs. Unfortunately, the farmers’ argu-
ments do contribute to the feeling that the slip-
pery slope fear has some merit to it.

Transportation and trade have links, but in
our case, the links are tenuous. While the
world is moving to a global economy with freer
trade, that trade is not going to pass through
our port unless we have an economically at-
tractive package to offer to exporters in trans-
portation services. ‘‘Transshipment’’ through
Guam is also hindered by customs and tariff
issues. Guam is not in the U.S. customs zone,
which means that except for goods manufac-
tured on Guam, other goods arriving from
Guam are foreign. Certain goods manufac-
tured on Guam are subject to customs quotas.
Multilateral trade agreements (NAFTA, APEC)
are moving us in a direction where trade bar-
riers are being eased. While we do not have
complete free trade in any area, it is likely that
high technology products will lead the way on
this movement. But where there is free trade,
the advantages of a U.S. territory outside the
customs zone also may evaporate—and if the
only advantage therefore is our transportation
costs, then we are not attractive to exporters
under the current Jones Act constraints.

Certainly, it is difficult to argue against the
National Security element of the Jones Act.
Admittedly, there seems to be some truth to it

and in that narrow regard, I support the argu-
ments. However, in the case of my home terri-
tory, Guam, we will seek a workable and prov-
en solution that will provide relief to the soli-
tary economic anomaly of being the only U.S.
port in Asia. On behalf of the people of Guam,
I look forward to working with the Honorable
Harold J. Creel, Jr., Chairman of the Federal
Maritime Commission and the Honorable
Clyde Hart, Administrator of the U.S. Maritime
Administration toward this end. Si Yu’os
Ma’ase.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I have no further requests
for time, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered read for amendment under the
5-minute rule.

The text of H.R. 819 is as follows:
H.R. 819

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal
Maritime Commission Authorization Act of
1999’’.
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

FOR FEDERAL MARITIME COMMIS-
SION.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Federal Maritime Commission—

(1) for fiscal year 2000, $15,685,000; and
(2) for fiscal year 2001, $16,312,000.

The CHAIRMAN. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the
Chair may accord priority in recogni-
tion to a Member offering an amend-
ment that he has printed in the des-
ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. Those amendments will be
considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a demand for
a recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any proposed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Are there any amendments to the
bill?

If not, under the rule, the Committee
rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE) having assumed the chair, Mr.
STEARNS, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 819) to authorize appropriations
for the Federal Maritime Commission
for fiscal years 2000 and 2001, pursuant
to House Resolution 104, he reported
the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 403, nays 3,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 50]

YEAS—403

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Crane
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner

Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden

Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
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Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel

Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark

Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—3

Chenoweth Paul Sensenbrenner

NOT VOTING—27

Bartlett
Bilirakis
Boyd
Callahan
Cramer
Cubin
DeFazio
Dooley
Duncan
Gilchrest

Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hostettler
King (NY)
Lewis (KY)
Millender-

McDonald
Moakley
Oxley
Pitts

Pryce (OH)
Scarborough
Schaffer
Turner
Vento
Watkins
Weldon (PA)
Wicker

b 1419

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall

vote No. 50, on H.R. 819, I was unavoidably
detained. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will now put the ques-
tion on each motion to suspend the
rules on which further proceedings
were postponed earlier today in the
order in which that motion was enter-
tained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 774, by the yeas and nays;
H. Con. Res. 24, by the yeas and nays.
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

f

WOMEN’S BUSINESS CENTER
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 774, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
KELLY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 774, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 385, nays 23,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 51]

YEAS—385

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement

Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons

Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kingston

Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt

Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus

Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—23

Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Cox
Crane

DeLay
Doolittle
Hefley
Herger
Manzullo
Miller, Gary
Paul
Rohrabacher

Royce
Sanford
Sensenbrenner
Stump
Tancredo
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)

NOT VOTING—25

Bartlett
Bonilla
Boyd
Callahan
Cramer
Cubin
DeFazio
Duncan
Gilchrest

Goodlatte
Hastings (FL)
Hostettler
King (NY)
Lewis (KY)
McCarthy (NY)
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)

Pitts
Pryce (OH)
Scarborough
Schaffer
Slaughter
Turner
Weldon (PA)
Wicker

b 1437

Mr. HERGER and Mr. GARY MIL-
LER of California changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.
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The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, during roll-

call vote No. 51 on H.R. 774, I was unavoid-
ably detained. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘yea.’’

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, during rollcall vote No. 51 on H.R. 774, I
was unavoidably detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 51 on H.R. 774, I was unavoidably
detained. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

EXPRESSING OPPOSITION TO DEC-
LARATION OF PALESTINIAN
STATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
agreeing to the concurrent resolution,
H. Con. Res. 24.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 24, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 380, nays 24,
answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting 28, as
follows:

[Roll No. 52]

YEAS—380

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)

Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Crane
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay

DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor

Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)

Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo

Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—24

Bonior
Campbell
Clay
Conyers
Dingell
Houghton
Jackson (IL)
John

Kanjorski
Kucinich
Lee
McKinney
Miller, George
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Ney

Paul
Payne
Rahall
Rohrabacher
Stark
Sununu
Waters
Watt (NC)

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—2

Radanovich Rivers

NOT VOTING—28

Bartlett
Bass
Boyd
Callahan
Cooksey
Cramer
Cubin
DeFazio
Duncan
Gilchrest

Hastings (FL)
Hostettler
Hunter
Jones (NC)
King (NY)
Lewis (KY)
Millender-

McDonald
Obey
Peterson (MN)

Pitts
Pryce (OH)
Rothman
Scarborough
Schaffer
Souder
Turner
Weldon (PA)
Wicker

b 1448

Mr. THOMAS changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, earlier today, I

missed the rollcall vote on H.R. 819, the Fed-
eral Maritime Commission Authorization Act,
because my plane into Washington was de-
layed. Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘aye.’’

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 52, on H. Con. Res. 24, I was un-
avoidably detained. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 820, COAST GUARD AUTHOR-
IZATION ACT OF 1999

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 106–54) on
the resolution (H. Res. 113) providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 820)
to authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 2000 and 2001 for the Coast Guard,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 975, REDUCING VOLUME OF
STEEL IMPORTS AND ESTAB-
LISHING STEEL IMPORT NOTIFI-
CATION AND MONITORING PRO-
GRAM

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 106–55) on
the resolution (H. Res. 114) providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 975)
to provide for a reduction in the vol-
ume of steel imports, and to establish a
steel import notification and monitor-
ing program, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each:
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

STEEL CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
speak briefly on the steel issue tonight
because tomorrow during the debate we
have several markups where I may be
tied up and may not be able to give a
statement on the floor, plus I couldn’t
give them as extended remarks.

There will be much talk tomorrow
about the question of free trade versus
fair trade, and I wanted to register my
opinions as somebody who is concerned
about how to promote international
trade and at the same time make sure
that that trade is fair.

As we are aware, since July of 1997,
as a result of the collapse of numerous
economies around the world, there has
been a flood of imports into the United
States. Foreign corporations from
Japan, Korea, Russia and a host of
other countries have been selling steel
at as much as $100 a ton less than it
costs them to produce it. Steel produc-
ers from Russia, one of the more egre-
gious examples, were allowed to dump
47 percent more steel on our market
than was shipped in 1997. We simply
cannot allow this to continue.

We cannot have free trade if some
people cheat. Russia is a particularly
interesting case. Last fall, I was part of
a Duma-House of Representatives’ ex-
change where I spent a number of days
in Russia. The steel industry was tre-
mendously important and still is to the
Soviet regime. It represents both an
obvious source of the war machine
there and reflected an almost excessive
emphasis on manufacturing.

Enormous resources were mobilized
and poured into this industry, without
regard for market forces or efficient
use of capital. This awesome industrial
effort transformed vast rural regions
into major steel producers. By the
1970s, the Soviets created by far the
largest steel industry the world had
seen. For many years, the Soviet Union
was the leading producer, about 186
million tons in 1986, but there still was
and still is no reliable cost data, no
standardized accounting practices and
no interest in even thinking of market
efficiencies. In fact, most of their busi-
ness transactions were conducted in
barter, even paying taxes with steel.

The breakup of the Soviet Union has
created a significant crisis for their
steel industry. To say domestic de-
mand has dropped is a laughable under-
statement. Russian steel’s traditional
market, especially the Soviet war ma-
chine, pales in comparison to what it

once was. Russian GNP has fallen over
42 percent since 1989. Steel consump-
tion, once 970 pounds, per capita has
fallen to 265 today.

In 1997, it was estimated that they
had nearly 5 times as much steel-mak-
ing capacity as was needed to meet do-
mestic demand, yet production contin-
ued. By mid-1998, Russian mills ex-
ported about 65 percent of their output,
some even 100 percent of their output,
usually at prices well below market
levels.

In May 1998, Metal Bulletin reported
that, incredibly, Russian plate and hot-
rolled coils were being sold in some
markets at less than half the prevail-
ing domestic market price.

By late 1998, at least 30 countries had
imposed import restrictions against
Soviet companies or were preparing to
do so. In 1998, the U.S. bore the brunt
of this tremendous Russian onslaught.
The President proposed a suspension
agreement that represented a 78 per-
cent reduction from the 1998 level, a
good start but nowhere near enough.

Essentially, this still allows a signifi-
cant amount of dumping to occur. We
must do more.

In the meetings with the Duma, I
raised this issue of dumping and their
response is particularly telling. For
those who tell me that this is a free
trade issue, it simply is not. When I
raised the fundamental injustice of
their subsidization of energy costs, in
my district we have the lowest produc-
ing steel companies in the world, Steel
Dynamics being the example, and they
have seen their energy costs soar, and
when I raised this problem they ad-
vised me that we should do like they
do; they said, we own our energy pro-
ducers. Therefore, our energy costs are
nothing.

That is a creative cost accounting
way to get around the principle of free
trade. This simply is not free trade. We
in America cannot tell our foundries,
we cannot tell our steel companies,
that they have all these regulations,
they have all of these energy prices,
now go out there and compete freely,
when we allow, contrary to free market
principles, people to dump at below
cost.

The principle of free trade requires
fair trade and equitable trade. The
President cannot merely say we are
going to kind of jawbone with these
other countries that have had the prob-
lems in Asia, that have had the prob-
lems in South America, the problems
in Russia and then make us promises
to enforce the rule of law. We need to
do it.

I heard really moving stories about
how in Russia and other countries steel
workers have been laid off, how towns
are being shuttered. Well, come to
America. Whether it is in Pennsylvania
or Indiana or all over this country, we
have steel workers out of work, too.
Only we have steel workers out of work
because people did not follow the laws
that are essential to making free trade
work.

This bill that we are going to con-
sider tomorrow not only rolls the level
of imports back to where it was before
the illegal dumping came but also es-
tablishes a more effective steel import
monitoring system. It is essential, if
we are to have free trade, to make sure
that it is fair.
f

b 1500

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Indiana
(Ms. CARSON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. CARSON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FOLEY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
f

GHB—DATE RAPE DRUG

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I am back again. I am back
again because young people are still
dying from the date rape drug called
GHB. I do, however, want to thank the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations, and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KLINK), the ranking member, for hav-
ing me before the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations on the
dangerous effects of GHB.

It is an important topic to me be-
cause young people are still losing
their lives, and parents are not in-
formed of the dangerousness of GHB.
This uncontrolled substance has been
used to commit date rape by rendering
victims helpless to defend themselves
against attack. But Mr. Speaker, teen-
agers, teenagers who have no history of
drug use are dying.

So I thank the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BLILEY), the chairman of the
Committee on Commerce Chairman
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL), the ranking member, and en-
courage a quick hearing on this mat-
ter, along with the Subcommittee on
Health and the Environment of the
Committee on Commerce, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS),
and certainly I thank the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Crime, of
which I sit on the Committee on the
Judiciary, and let me thank my col-
league, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. STUPAK), because we are commit-
ted to working together.

The GHB legislation that I am spon-
soring, H.R. 75, is named in honor of a
17-year-old from my community, Hil-
lary J. Farias from LaPorte, Texas.
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Hillary died from an overdose of GHB
that was put in her soda in a teenage
nondrinking club on August 5, 1996. The
gentlemen from Michigan (Mr. UPTON)
and (Mr. STUPAK) have seen the same
kinds of deaths in Michigan.

My bill, H.R. 75, directs the Attorney
General to schedule GHB as a Schedule
I drug and to establish programs
throughout the country to educate
young people about the use of con-
trolled substances. The DEA has been
working to place this drug on Schedule
I of the Controlled Substances Act at
the Federal level, and we are looking
forward to the testing and report by
the Food and Drug Administration.

Do we realize that the GHB formula
is on the Internet and it is made by the
tub loads for these parties around the
Nation. We realize that young people
who have never been drug users are si-
lently using this by way of those who
think it is a joke or would like to see
them immobilized and are dropping
this in their nonalcoholic drinks. It has
no taste or smell.

Scheduling the drug on the Federal
Controlled Substances Act allows Fed-
eral prosecutors to punish anyone who
uses the drug under the Drug Induced
Rape Prevention and Punishment Act.
Certainly, it would prohibit these un-
timely and tragic deaths. Specifically,
my bill would increase the sentence for
someone using GHB to commit a sex
crime to 20 years imprisonment.

GHB has been used to render victims
helpless to defend against attack and it
even erases any memory of the attack.
It is responsible for as many as 60
emergency room admissions in the past
6 months in Houston.

The recipe for this drug and its
analogs can be accessed, as I said, on
the Internet. In checking some of the
web sites that focus on GHB, I was
shocked to discover how easy it was to
find misleading information on the ef-
fects on this drug. It is being touted as
an anti-depressant, an aphrodisiac, a
euphoriant, and as a sleep aid. One site
even contends that the deaths attrib-
utable to GHB are actually caused by
other underlying health problems.

How about that? A 17-year-old
volleyball player died with an overdose
of GHB where a grandmother could not
wake her the next morning, and she
never made it to the hospital.

I do believe if there are medicinal
purposes for GHB, we can work through
it. But the testimony last week before
the subcommittee showed there is
great evidence from law enforcement,
DEA and other victims to suggest we
must do something about GHB. I am
looking forward to working with my
colleagues, Mr. STUPAK and Mr. UPTON
and Mr. KLINK, Mr. BLILEY and Mr.
DINGELL and Mr. BILIRAKIS to ensure
that we stop this siege now.

Oh, yes, many people will say too
many laws, but there are never enough
laws to save our teenagers. What do we
say to a family who says, she was a
good kid, she never took drugs, she was
athletic. I know she would not do this

to herself, and yet she is now dead,
along with other teenagers younger
than her.

So as a mother and a legislator, I
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation and our efforts to protect
women from violent sexual assault and
as well, those innocent victims who
now have lost their lives. We can do no
less in tribute to them. Let us move
this legislation, this collaborative leg-
islation that we can work together on
swiftly, quickly, fast, expeditiously, so
that we can go on record in this Con-
gress for saving young lives.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

MAKING THE R&D TAX CREDIT
PERMANENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of the
R&D tax credit, a program that has
done a lot to help our technology sec-
tor in the United States, and as these
charts show, the technology sector has
done a lot to contribute to the job
growth in this country. It is the key,
the cornerstone to the growth that we
are going to experience in the years
ahead and most of the growth that we
have experienced in this decade to this
point. We must do everything we can
to encourage the technology sector.

The R&D tax credit is set to expire,
as it does every year. I urge that we do
not reauthorize it, but we make it per-
manent.

The first big point is that the tech-
nology sector drives job growth, and
the chart that I have brought with me
shows how the computer industry and
the technology sector in general, first
of all, it pays more. The jobs that we
have in this sector on average pay
twice as much as typical jobs in other
areas of the economy. It also shows
that the job growth, the jobs that are
being created, are coming predomi-
nantly from the high-tech sector. Also,
in the 10 years ahead, that is going to
become even more the case. Tech-
nology is what is driving our economy,
and the R&D tax credit helps that
technology grow.

The second chart that I want to show
shows specifically how the R&D tax
credit helps. It helps because it helps
increase the productivity of companies
across all sectors. Because computers
are a part of a company whether one is
in the technology business or not,
whether one makes computers or soft-
ware for the Internet or if one makes
airplanes or furniture or just about
anything, having money for R&D helps

you increase your productivity and
more and better jobs. This has just
some of the various sectors of our econ-
omy that have benefited substantially
from the R&D tax credit that has cre-
ated jobs.

That is what this is all about. We
may look at these industries and sec-
tors and think well, gosh, I do not work
in the pharmaceutical industry or the
computer industry, but no matter
where one works in the American econ-
omy, technology touches us, and the
R&D tax credit helps advance that.

I would like us to make it permanent
this time instead of doing the year-
after-year reauthorization. First of all,
as I have argued, this is a very good
program and should be made perma-
nent, but more importantly long term
planning of companies that depend on
this tax credit could be greatly en-
hanced if they knew it was going to be
there from year-to-year. They could in-
vest even more in the R&D tax credit
over the long haul, knowing that it is
going to be around, knowing that every
year they are not going to have to
come back and try to seek reauthoriza-
tion. This is a program that should be
permanent because it does so much for
our economy.

Technology touches on a lot of
issues, the R&D tax credit being just
one of them. I strongly urge that our
government get in touch with high-
tech issues in the high-tech industry
and find out what we can do to help
them. It is critical to our job growth.
Technology crosses all sectors. Yes,
there are the ones that we think of off
the top of our heads when we think of
technology. We think of telecommuni-
cations, we think of hardware and soft-
ware, we think of the Internet. But just
about any industry we have benefits
from a better computer system, from
better software, from access to the
Internet. They can make better prod-
ucts, they can transfer that informa-
tion all across the world to various seg-
ments of their business to help that
business grow. This touches every-
thing. We will not find an industry
that is not high-tech.

I ran into someone from the company
Kosco out in my area which sells food
and various other products on a sort of
wholesale retail basis, and they
thought of themselves as not being a
high-tech company. But they too are
dependent on the computer systems
that help them keep track of their in-
ventory, that help them track their fi-
nancial records, their sales records,
and the faster and better those systems
become, the more efficient and the
more productive their business be-
comes. It does not matter what sector
of the economy one is in. Technology
affects us, and the R&D tax credit can
help us have better jobs that pay more
and will also help create more and
more jobs for those who do not have
them yet.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge this
body to adopt a permanent authoriza-
tion of the R&D tax credit as soon as
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possible for the sake of our future eco-
nomic growth.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DOOLEY of California addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon addressed
the House. Her remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. WISE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. WISE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
f

H.R. 961, THE OVARIAN CANCER
RESEARCH AND INFORMATION
AMENDMENTS OF 1999
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to announce that I have recently intro-
duced H.R. 961, the Ovarian Cancer Re-
search and Information Amendments of 1999,
and would like to invite my colleagues to join
me in support of this bill.

H.R. 961 builds upon the Ovarian Cancer
Research and Information Amendments of
1997, H.R. 953 which had 85 cosponsors in
the 105th Congress.

The Ovarian Cancer Research and Informa-
tion Amendments of 1999 has three compo-
nents. First, it authorizes $150 million of ovar-
ian cancer research. One half to be spent on
basic cancer research and one half on clinical
trials and treatment.

Of this research, the bill requires that priority
be given to: developing a test for the early de-
tection of ovarian cancer; research to identify
precursor lesions and research to determine
the manner in which benign conditions
progress to malignant status; research to de-
termine the relationship between ovarian can-
cer and endometriosis; and requires that ap-
propriate counseling, including on the issue of
genetic basis, be provided to women who par-
ticipate as subjects in research.

Second, the bill provides for a comprehen-
sive information program to provide the pa-
tients and the public information regarding
screening procedures; information on the ge-
netic basis to ovarian cancer; any known fac-
tors which increase risk of getting ovarian can-
cer; and any new treatments for ovarian can-
cer.

Finally, it requires that the National Cancer
Advisory Board include one or more individ-
uals who are at high risk for developing ovar-
ian cancer.

Unlike the bill from the previous Congress,
H.R. 961 does not contain the section author-
izing a Specialized Program of Research Ex-

cellence (SPORE) for Ovarian Cancer. Al-
though this was a major component of the
previous bill, I am pleased to report that the
Scientific Advisory Board at the National Can-
cer Institute approved a SPORE for Ovarian
Cancer last year and funding for it should be
released this summer.

I would like to commend the National Can-
cer Research Institute for their efforts on this
particular subject.

I invite my colleagues to cosponsor this bill
and help to give women a fighting chance
against ovarian cancer.
f

H.R. 473—PROVIDING ASSISTANCE TO
FARMERS FOR CROP DISEASES AND
VIRUSES
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I re-

cently introduced H.R. 473, to ensure that
farmers who suffer crop losses due to plant vi-
ruses and plant diseases are eligible for crop
insurance and noninsured crop assistance
programs and that agricultural producers who
suffer such losses are eligible for emergency
loans.

Pandemics of plant viruses and diseases
regularly destroy the crops of entire farms and
often the crops of entire geographic areas. A
single plant virus or disease outbreak can
send farms into bankruptcy and farmers are
left without any means of recovering. Agri-
culture producers can qualify for emergency
loans when adverse weather conditions and
other natural phenomena have caused severe
physical crop property damage or production
losses, however, under current law, crop vi-
ruses and diseases are not considered ‘‘natu-
ral disasters’’ and thus are not eligible for
these types of loans.

For example, in Hawaii, the State recently
ordered the eradication of all banana plants on
the entire island of Kauai and in a 10 square-
mile area on the Big Island in an effort to
eradicate the banana ‘‘bunchy top’’ virus. A
court order required compliance of all who did
not cooperate and farmers were ordered to
destroy their entire farm and livelihood without
any compensation. These farmers do not qual-
ify for emergency loans or disaster assistance
and many were left with no other option but to
sell their farms.

The survival of our Nation’s farmers is large-
ly dependent upon the unpredictable temper of
mother nature. We provide our farmers with
assistance when adversely affected by severe
weather but that is not enough. Emergency
loans and disaster assistance must be made
available to farmers for crops suffering from
calamitous plant viruses and diseases.

H.R. 473 would enable farmers to qualify for
crop insurance programs, noninsured assist-
ance programs, and low-interest emergency
loans, when devastated by crop losses due to
plant viruses and diseases.

I invite my colleagues to cosponsor this wor-
thy legislation and I urge immediate consider-
ation of H.R. 473 in the House.
f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. UDALL) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to talk about an
issue that is absolutely crucial to our

democracy, and that issue is the issue
of reforming our campaign finance sys-
tem.

America is built, I say to my col-
leagues, on a system of a marketplace
of ideas where we enter into elections,
we debate ideas, we are out front, try-
ing to figure out where we should move
as a country, what direction we should
go in as a country. That marketplace
of ideas is being interfered with today,
because what is happening is the big-
gest checkbook is determining what
goes on in America, rather than the
people’s voices.

As one person said, ‘‘The poor man’s
soap box does not equal the rich man’s
checkbook.’’ So we need to return to
those basic democratic principles, and
if we reform our campaign finance sys-
tem, we can do that.

This is an issue that calls for biparti-
sanship. We have got to see the kind of
bipartisanship that we have seen on
this issue in the past. The Shays-Mee-
han bill, which is the bill I have signed
on to and many Members of my fresh-
man class and many Members from
both sides of the aisle have signed on
to, last year passed the House of Rep-
resentatives 252 to 179 in August of
1998. This year, we have seen even more
support than last year. We have more
cosponsors at this point. Mr. Speaker,
we have 110 cosponsors at this point,
with 27 Republicans.

When we take the new Members, we
have more support than we did last
year, and it is bipartisan support, it is
encouraging to see friends from both
sides of the aisle rising and joining on
an issue that is so important to our de-
mocracy.

People say that there is no support. I
have heard the comment over and over
again. People say there is no support
for campaign finance reform. We can-
not limit in any way the system. Peo-
ple do not want it. Well, I say to my
colleagues, the voters are disenchanted
and part of the reason they are dis-
enchanted is because they view the sys-
tem as one that is being controlled by
money. They view the system as one
that is controlled by special interests,
and they do not believe that their
voices are being heard. The undue in-
fluence of money is an absolutely cru-
cial issue.

This bill, the Shays-Meehan bill,
would ban soft money. It would take
soft money completely out of the sys-
tem. Some people have described soft
money as the cancer on our democracy,
I think a very apt description.

Let us talk a little bit about the dis-
enchantment of citizens. Mr. Speaker,
30 years ago in this Nation, 75 percent
of the people, 75 percent of the people
when they were asked the question
said, they trusted government to do
the right thing, trusted elected offi-
cials to do the right thing most of the
time, and 25 percent said they did not.
Now, a generation later, we have 75
percent of the people saying they do
not trust elected officials to do the
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right thing most of the time. Not a
very tough test, but that is what they
say. So in a generation, we have eroded
the trust, the credibility in our elec-
toral system.

Well, this campaign finance system
that we have now is what is undermin-
ing that credibility. It is what is get-
ting to the people, saying that it is ac-
tually convincing people that they
should not participate in our democ-
racy, that they should not be a part of
our democracy.

Let me say to my colleagues, this
bill, this bill is not all that should be
done. I support this bill. We are going
to push this bill through the House.
But more can be done, and that is what
is so hopeful about this bill. Because
one of the things we are going to see is
a commission. Mr. Speaker, a 12-mem-
ber commission, after this law is
passed, is going to meet 180 days after
the adjournment of the session and is
going to report on other major reforms
that should be taken in this area.

b 1515

They are going to study issues and
bring back to us major reforms, and
those reforms will have to be voted up
or down along the same lines as the
Base Closing Commission operates.

The other fact that I think needs to
be noted is that the Federal Govern-
ment is far, far behind the States on
this issue. The States are making huge
changes in their campaign finance sys-
tem. The State of Maine had a ballot
initiative in 1996, over 2 years ago,
where 56 percent of the voters said we
do not like the current system. Let us
change it. They passed a $3 checkoff,
and 80,000 have already signed up for
that checkoff. They have a financing
system that cuts government in order
to get the revenues to finance their
campaign finance system. They have
taken a big step to clean up the sys-
tem.

In Arizona, taxpayers have done the
same thing. They have increased lobby-
ist fees from $25 to $100 to try to do ev-
erything they can to raise the money
to operate a decent system. They have
created voluntary tax checkoff on their
tax forms, and they have imposed a 20
percent surcharge on civil and criminal
fines in order to raise money to operate
the system better.

Massachusetts has also taken major
reforms at the State level.

So I say to Members now is the time
to return democracy to the people. In
order to do that, a big step would be
made by endorsing campaign finance
reform legislation in the form of the
Shays-Meehan bill. We have to do it
early. We have to do it now.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from the great State of Kansas (Mr.
MOORE) for his statements on this
issue.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I am here
today to rise in support of the Shays-
Meehan bill which is now pending be-
fore this Congress. As the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) has al-

ready pointed out, it passed the 105th
Congress and died a slow death in the
Senate. We need to revive and pass this
legislation and do it early.

I think most people would agree that
politics and public service have become
something of a negative and distasteful
word to a lot of people in this country,
and it really should not be that way.
Politics is a noble profession, as is pub-
lic service. Politics, after all, is really
the art of governing without guns.

I think the public reaction, the ad-
verse reaction that we have and that
we see in this country to political cam-
paigns is a direct result of the public
perception that both political parties
are awash in corrupt money. People in
this country believe that both parties
receive so much corrupt money from
interest groups, from lobbyists, from
other sources, that the whole system is
corrupt. We need to change that per-
ception. We dramatically need to
change that perception.

Right now, the Shays-Meehan bill, if
we pass this bill, will ban soft money.
It will also regulate so-called issue ads
which were intended to influence the
outcome of elections for or against a
particular candidate.

Mr. Speaker, even an 8-year-old child
watching one of these issue ads could
tell which side the interest group is
supporting by the expenditure of
money. We need to restore public con-
fidence in our electoral process, and I
believe the only way we can do that is
to pass a strong finance campaign law
such as Shays-Meehan.

I urge all of the Members of this body
in the House of Representatives to vote
in favor of the Shays-Meehan bill. It
passed the last Congress. It should pass
this Congress. We need to send a mes-
sage to the United States that it also
should pass that body and be enacted
into law.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Kansas for his excellent comments.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL), my cousin.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from New
Mexico for yielding to me to speak on
this very important issue facing us
today in the 106th Congress.

I am pleased to join my freshman col-
leagues in calling for this early consid-
eration of campaign finance reform in
our 106th Congress. I know that a lot of
my colleagues, many of my colleagues
share my concern that the high cost of
elections and the flood of so-called soft
money, special interest money may
threaten the integrity of our electoral
system.

Just 6 months ago, the majority of
our House voted to pass the Shays-
Meehan bill. This bill had at that time,
and I believe still has, strong biparti-
san support. This is for a number of
reasons. Let me tell my colleagues
about a few of them, Mr. Speaker.

First is that unlimited soft money
contributions allow special interests to
buy political access. It is important to

point out that soft money, unlike hard
money, is unregulated. On the hard
money side, there are limits on the
amounts of money one can contribute.
It is also transparent. It is public
money. Soft money is much harder to
trace. We need to make sure that the
policy decisions that we make here are
not unduly influenced by these special
interests.

Secondly, the high cost of elections
now contributes to the public’s percep-
tion that elections and, therefore, pub-
lic servants can be bought and sold. I
think, especially given the events of
these last months, more public cyni-
cism is not now what we need about
our U.S. Congress.

Third, more and more time spent
chasing money means that less time is
devoted to our public duties as Rep-
resentatives. We need to restore this
balance. All of us, Republicans and
Democrats, who ran for the Congress
this last election for the first time, and
we are elected as freshmen, know how
much time we spent on the telephone
and at fund-raising events rather than
studying issues of importance around
public policies, whether it is education
or Social Security or health care. We
need to restore that balance so that we
can spend more of our time on those
important issues and less time on rais-
ing money.

Fourth, the high cost of campaigns
unfairly restricts the process in many
cases to those who can afford to run.
We need a system that is equitable for
all candidates. This country has been
built on the idea that all of us are
equal, that it is an egalitarian system.
We ought to make sure that anybody
what wants to and has a passion can
run for office, not just those people
who have deep pockets.

Fifth, and I think maybe most impor-
tantly, a majority of Americans, in
fact an enormous majority, a New
York Times survey shows that 9 out of
10 Americans think that we ought to
have significant campaign finance re-
form. We are here to listen to our con-
stituents and represent our constitu-
ents. We ought to be doing that on
campaign finance reform.

It is early in our session, but we need
to act now so that we can begin to put
this legislation in place for the races in
the year 2000. I am here to speak in
favor of beginning that process.

I am proud to be a sponsor of the bi-
partisan Shays-Meehan campaign fi-
nance reform bill. I have to tell my col-
leagues, Mr. Speaker, I recognize the
bill may need some work. It is probably
not perfect. But we ought to bring it up
so that it sees the light of day. We
ought to begin a debate in committee.
We ought to bring it to the floor of the
House.

So let us start today. Let us address
this problem now. Let us make sure
that we bring this legislation forward
and we begin to restore common sense
to our campaign finance reform sys-
tem.
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Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.

Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Colorado for those comments.

The gentleman from Colorado men-
tioned the issue of spending time and
how it takes away from the job. It
seems to me, as I have been here for
this short period of time, and I am sure
that it impresses upon him that the
number of issues that the United
States Congress deals with and that
the House deals with, whether it is
international issues in Kosovo, wheth-
er it is education and health care, So-
cial Security, Medicare, I mean, every
day, there is so much for us to learn.

We could be much better at legislat-
ing if we had the time to spend on
those issues, studying the issues, meet-
ing with people that have concerns,
trying to do everything we can to edu-
cate ourselves.

I think all of us know that, when we
are out there fund-raising, we are tak-
ing time away from something that we
should be spending time on. Yet we
know that we have to be prepared to
deal with these sham issue ads and at-
tack ads that come from other sides.
So we are caught in a rough place. I
know the gentleman from Colorado has
been through a campaign where he has
had something like that happen. The
gentleman from Colorado may want to
talk a little bit about that.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I agree. Let me give my colleagues
a couple of examples. I probably spent
many days on the campaign trail, 4 or
5, 6 hours on the telephone making
these phone calls. I even got to the
point where I purchased a headset so
that I could save my neck from the
constant strain of holding that tele-
phone handset.

I know there are people out there
who do that for a living, and a headset
is a great tool. But it was symbolic to
me that I was not out visiting with
people and learning about the issues
and studying the broad range of things
that we are faced with while we are
here in the Congress.

Let me talk a little bit about the
issue ads and so-called expenditure
campaigns. These groups can come in
and be for you or be against you. But in
either case one has no say, no control
over these ads that are running.

In particular, I have been concerned
about groups who think they might
want to support me, but they could be
running negative campaigns against
my opponents when that is not the way
I want to campaign. So we need to get
ahold of these independent expenditure
campaigns. We need to get ahold of this
soft money situation.

As Jefferson talked about, when de-
mocracy is ailing, one of the best solu-
tions, one of the best treatments is
more sunshine, more transparency. We
need to make sure that all of the
money that is contributed to our cam-
paigns is visible, and people can track
it and trace it. We could use the Inter-
net. We could have almost instanta-
neous disclosure. I would certainly sup-

port that. I think many Members of
the House of Representatives would.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, the issue ads, it seems to me,
are something that, I do not know in
the State of Colorado, but I know in
New Mexico that the issue ads are a
completely different thing when one
gets to the Federal level. I mean I ran
2 years, two times, two terms as State
Attorney General. I never saw an issue
add. I never had an independent group
come in and attack me or speak up for
my opponent. They did not clutter the
debate that was going on, the very seri-
ous debate about the issues.

But one gets in the Federal race, and
it is remarkable the change that takes
place. Big national groups raising soft
money, raising hard money, come into
one’s district, they label themselves
with the most innocuous sounding la-
bels, Responsible Citizens For Good
Government, and then they get in
there and slash and burn against one’s
opponent or for you or however it
comes out.

It generally is very, very negative
stuff. They are dumping things that
candidates would not ever touch. They
are getting into issues that candidates
would be editorialized against, would
be criticized bringing up the issues.
They have changed the whole tenor of
the campaign.

I really believe that those issue ads
with these changes we make will go a
long way, will go a long way towards
reforming the system, because if one
has to disclose who is supporting them,
if one has to have it in hard dollars, it
is going to make a big difference.

I do not know what the gentleman’s
thoughts are on that, but I am sure
that he has seen the same thing in his
elections in Colorado, that maybe he
does not see these issue ads at the
State level.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL).

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, this is one of the most important
parts of the Shays-Meehan bill is that
the sham ads, and they really are that,
would be exposed for what they are.

I do not have any problem with peo-
ple wanting to speak out. That is the
First Amendment. That is what this
country is founded upon. It is one of
the key principles that makes our
country so free. But we ought to be
clear about where those ads are coming
from. We ought to be clear about who
is paying for those ads.

I think that is not an abrogation of
the First Amendment. It is not re-
stricting people’s right to free speech.
But it is letting all of the voters know
where these resources are coming from
so they can make an informed choice. I
think there is nothing more crucial
with Shays-Meehan than getting a han-
dle on all of this money that comes
from outside the system right now.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
the great State of Washington (Mr.
BAIRD), who is also the President of our
freshman class.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, we are here
today to discuss an issue which, if we
ask pollsters, they will tell us it does
not poll high. Education, fighting
crime, Social Security, that is all the
American people care about. Those
things are absolutely critical, and we
have spoken on those issues here as
well.
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But if this body is to be able to ad-
dress those critical issues, we need to
give our Members time and we need to
give them the freedom to speak their
mind without fear of political attack.

This is my first term in Congress. I
was sent here by the good people of
southwest Washington to represent
their views. Southwest Washington is a
beautiful area. It is a rural district as
well as urban-suburban. I am here to
speak their voice. We should be here to
speak the voices of our people, not the
voice of money. That is why campaign
reform is so important.

People across this country are losing
faith in the political system. Young
people are saying their vote and their
voice do not matter. People are saying
they do not need to turn out and vote,
and we are seeing voter turnouts below
50 percent, even below 30 and 25 percent
in primaries.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday our freshman
class submitted a letter to the Speak-
er’s office signed by 22 of our 23 Demo-
cratic freshmen, and what we called for
was early consideration of meaningful
campaign finance reform. Early consid-
eration. We cannot wait until the end
of this year or until the end of this ses-
sion of Congress and then say, gosh, we
tried, but we ran out of time.

We must address this issue early for
two reasons. Early, to give us time for
meaningful, informative debate; early,
so that we show we are sincere in this
effort; and also early so that we have
time to enact some of these laws to
save the integrity of the next campaign
season.

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to see any
more campaigns of the kind that we
have seen in recent years, with vast
independent expenditures, with
scorched earth policies of saying any-
thing and doing anything to be elected.
We have seen too much of that. It is
poisoning the political process; it is
souring people in the belief that their
voice and their vote matters.

During the 1997–98 election cycle, the
national political parties raised $193
million in soft money. That is right,
my colleagues, $193 million. I have to
ask myself, how else might we have
spent that money in this country?
Could we have put it towards improv-
ing our education system? Could we
have put it towards helping to reduce
crime in our communities? Could we
have helped senior citizens pay for
their housing? Could we have improved
the environment? There are innumer-
able uses we could put $193 million to-
wards, but we put it towards advertis-
ing.
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We have had some laws that have at-

tempted to deal with the problem of
campaign funding, but existing loop-
holes have actually made the system
worse, not better. Last year, 252 Mem-
bers of this body voted to pass substan-
tial reform legislation. Now, the
Shays-Meehan bill may not have been
perfect, but it was the best that we had
before us, and I personally have signed
on as a cosponsor of that bill because I
think it is reasonable and it is respon-
sible.

We have to do everything possible to
maintain the public trust. Reforming
campaign finance laws is not a Demo-
cratic problem, it is not a Republican
problem, it is an American problem. It
is a threat to our constitution if we do
not achieve it, and we need to work
now to do that.

I would like to speak to a couple of
elements of the Shays-Meehan bill that
make common sense, and I firmly be-
lieve if we ask the general public, the
folks who sent us here to represent
them, if these proposals make sense,
they would encourage us to put them
forward.

First, and my colleague mentioned
it, a soft money ban. When we receive
in the mail every single day during the
campaign’s final weeks a letter attack-
ing one person or attacking another
person, and at the bottom, as the gen-
tleman from New Mexico said, it has
some innocuous sounding name sug-
gesting that that fine group of respon-
sible citizens voluntarily put small
contributions together to have a voice,
that sounds reasonable. But that is not
what happens. In fact, huge, virtually
unlimited donations can come in and
they can be spent on so-called issue ad-
vocacy ads.

Let me share with my colleagues
what some of those issue advocacy ads
do. In our campaign, one issue advo-
cacy group spent over $12,000 for a sin-
gle 30 second advertisement. That is
correct, $12,000 for 30 seconds. The ad
was later denounced as deliberatively
false and misleading, but they contin-
ued to run it. Now, $12,000 for 30 sec-
onds comes down to $400 a second. Four
hundred dollars a second to dissemi-
nate disruptive, deceptive and mean
spirited information. Misinformation.
That is wrong, Mr. Speaker, and we
need to change it.

The Shays-Meehan bill before us this
year would ban soft money and would
set hard dollar contribution limits for
the party so that we know where the
money is coming from, and it has a
meaningful ceiling.

The Shays-Meehan bill would recog-
nize sham issue ads for what they truly
are. They are campaign ads. It would
say that if that group identifies a per-
son in an advertisement, and it is with-
in 60 days of an election, by golly, that
is not information, that is political ad-
vertising, and they will fall under the
restrictions that restrict political ad-
vertising.

It would say that any ad that con-
tains unambiguous support or attacks

on a position of a politician would also
fall under the guidelines of campaign
financing and, therefore, under the re-
strictions.

It would improve FEC disclosure. We
should not have to spend days and
weeks after an election to find out who
contributed to a candidate or who
spent money on issue ads during the
election.

It would establish a commission to
study further reforms to our campaign
system.

It would also limit and restrict for-
eign soft money contributions.

It would restrict further franking.
Franking, as a means of informing the
public, is a wonderful thing, but if it
happens just a few weeks before an
election, and currently I believe the
limit is about 60 days, if it happens a
few weeks before an election, it may
well be political in nature.

The Shays-Meehan bill would limit
the amount of money that wealthy
candidates can contribute. When the
young people who visit us here every
day look down on this floor and say to
themselves, I would like to be a rep-
resentative someday, they should say, I
would like to be a representative be-
cause I believe so strongly in this de-
mocracy; I believe in the issues I care
about. That is what should bring them
here. It should not be a question of how
much money they have to raise or how
wealthy their friends are. It should be
a question of how decent their values
are, how strong their commitment to
this country is, how much they know
about the issues, and how strongly
they will fight to make this a better
Nation. That is what should get them
into Congress, and not just how much
money they are able to raise.

The Shays-Meehan bill would estab-
lish a clearinghouse for information
from the FEC and it would strengthen
penalties for violations.

Mr. Speaker, my good friend, the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
UDALL), was elected by our class to
lead our freshman class’s efforts to
make campaign finance reform a top
priority issue in this congressional ses-
sion. He is doing an outstanding job in
that. We are united as a freshman class
in the commitment to campaign fi-
nance reform being addressed early in
this session. I stand with my friend
from New Mexico and with our fresh-
man class in a commitment to keep
bringing this issue forward until we
pass meaningful legislation.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. BAIRD) very much.

One of the issues that the gentleman
mentioned, and I hope we can carry on
a little discussion about some of these
issues that the gentleman has raised
here, the first one is this issue of peo-
ple being discouraged from going into
elective politics.

I have traveled throughout my Con-
gressional District and gone into high
schools and taught high school classes
and tried to talk about what it means

to be a public servant and why we need
good public servants. And, in fact, I
have heard people say if we do not have
the best and the brightest going into
our governmental arena, then we rel-
egate ourselves to second class leader-
ship.

I think that is really the thrust of
what the gentleman is saying there.
The gentleman, in a very powerful way,
is saying if we change the system, we
may open it up to a whole new group of
leaders out there that will say, look,
this is a cleaner system, this is a better
system, this is a system that I believe
I can stand up and be a part of.

I was wondering, does the gentleman
see those kinds of things in Washing-
ton, in his district, where he thinks
there would be a lot more interest in
terms of individuals?

Mr. BAIRD. Absolutely. I cannot tell
my colleague the numbers of people,
fine, decent, upstanding people, who
would make outstanding representa-
tives at all levels of government, who
come to me and say, what is it like? I
have to tell them that I believe being a
representative to the United States
Congress is the highest privilege, the
highest honor one could ever aspire to,
but it is a tremendous responsibility as
well.

That is the positive side. What I hate
to have to tell people, but I do, because
it is, unfortunately, the truth, that if
they want to serve today in the United
States Congress, and if they are from a
district that is competitive, they need
to be prepared not to study the issues
as well as they wish they could, not to
have as much time as they wish they
had to meet the people, not to spend
time with their family sometimes, but
that they need to be prepared, regret-
tably, to attach themselves to a tele-
phone and become basically a phone so-
licitor.

That is a tragedy. It is nothing short
of a tragedy. When Jefferson and Madi-
son and Mason and George Washington
and Benjamin Franklin, the Founding
Fathers of this country, were establish-
ing this great Nation, they did not en-
vision, in their wildest imagination,
that good people, people who they in-
spire every day by their example,
would be tied to a telephone asking for
money. They did not envision that all
the wonderful people who care about
the democracy would feel that dollars
sometimes mean more than votes. That
is wrong. It should not be that way.

I want to compliment the people who
do contribute, the donors who, most of
the time, are not asking for anything.
I cannot tell my colleague how many
folks have said that they are contribut-
ing to my campaign because they be-
lieve in me as a person. They are not
asking for anything except for me to do
my best for our country. We should not
insult them. We should not demean
them. We should praise them for being
active participants. But we should also
honor their contributions by setting
reasonable limits like those proposed
in Shays-Meehan.
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I talked to a woman once who was on

Social Security, a fixed income, and
she said she knew how much we have
to raise to run for Congress and she
wished she could give it all to me. She
said she would offer to give $5, but she
would be embarrassed because she
knew that I may have to raise $1 mil-
lion and that I would not get there
very fast if I went at it $5 at a time.

I was happy to accept her contribu-
tion. That $5 meant a lot of me. Pro-
portionately, it was probably a greater
portion of her income than a lot of
folks, and it should not be over-
whelmed by a tide of soft money. It
should not be overwhelmed by a tide of
enormous contributions. It should
stand as her contribution to the demo-
cratic process.

We need to ensure, through legisla-
tion like this, that everyone’s voice
matters in this process. The gentleman
is exactly right, we have to free our
candidates up, we have to reinspire a
sense of hope and civility and civic
pride that once led people to say, I
would like to run for political office
and serve this country. The gentleman
is exactly right.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. One of
the parts, and I think the gentleman
touched on it, that I believe is a par-
ticularly valuable part of this bill, is
the setting up of a blue ribbon panel to
study the entire campaign finance sys-
tem. Those of us here in the House that
have worked on this issue realize that
we probably need some people to take a
big comprehensive look at the whole
system, spend 18 months and come
back to us with some of the issues that
we are not addressing here.

The gentleman and I both know that
in a campaign today 80–85 percent of
our money is spent on television. Well,
these are airwaves that are owned by
the public. The broadcasters and media
people get these licenses. In Britain
they have great debates when they
enter into an election. They are all
publicly televised at no cost.

I think there are parts of this bill
where we could make the bill stronger,
but I believe the way to do it is to have
this big broad commission go out and
do their very best to find out how we
can get back to work in this body, how
we can lessen the impact of special in-
terests, how we can do everything we
can to make sure that the people’s
voices are heard in our democracy.

I think this commission idea, al-
though it is not mentioned that much,
I think is a good one, of getting citi-
zens to go out and report back to us.

Mr. BAIRD. I agree. Absolutely. The
Shays-Meehan bill is a start. It is a
first step, an important and essential
first step, and one we should take
today or tomorrow. We should not wait
until the end of this year.

But there are other things we can do,
and the gentleman raises an interest-
ing point. Throughout my campaign,
for example, I said that we needed to
have informative voter pamphlets. In
our State of Washington a candidate

for the United States Congress is al-
lowed 250 words in the State voter
pamphlets. Two hundred and fifty
words, with critical issues like na-
tional defense, health care, Social Se-
curity, our children’s education, stop-
ping crime.

With those issues on the table, we get
250 words to condense a lifetime of
community service and teaching and
training and experience. Two hundred
and fifty words. We need informative
voter pamphlets. We need to work with
the media. And I think that is part of
what the gentleman is addressing.

In our district we have some very,
very responsible broadcast stations,
stations that do grant candidates time;
that do air debates. We need to encour-
age those stations, and we need to en-
courage the viewers to not just dive for
the remote and say, oh my goodness, it
is a political debate, I have to watch
something else.
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Because if they do that, candidates
have no choice but to change them
with advertising, and a 30-second ad-
vertisement will not tell them as much
as a 1-hour debate. So we have got to
encourage the stations that do provide
coverage. We need to work, I believe, in
our public schools, and it is something
I am going to work through and
throughout my life in Congress. And
here is what I would like to see us do.

I would like to see us consider every
senior in this class getting an Amer-
ican Government course which talks
about their personal responsibility to
the country, which talks about how the
transition from high school is not just
the end of drudgery, as some view it,
but it is their transition to the most
sacred responsibility a person in a de-
mocracy has, that of citizen.

If we combine those informative vot-
ers pamphlets, meaningful broadcast
information, better public civics edu-
cation in our public schools, we could,
in addition to things like Shays-Mee-
han, reinvigorate a vibrant and vital
political debate, a debate on which a
democracy depends. And so we need ex-
actly, as you said, to strengthen that
commission, to let it do its job and pro-
vide comprehensive recommendations
for further improvements in this proc-
ess.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
BAIRD, you mention the point of the re-
sponsible broadcasters that are out
there, and I really believe that many of
us have seen in our congressional dis-
tricts many responsible broadcasters.
And I think over the 8 to 9 years that
I have been in public service, I have
seen broadcasters step forward with
free time and say right near an elec-
tion, ‘‘we are going to give you 5 min-
utes completely unrestricted and you
can say whatever you want.’’ Now, that
is a very I think commendable effort
on their part.

And there is another proposal they
have come up with, this idea of bank-
ing credits for television time and in-

volving the political process and the
electoral process in that. So I would
like to hear their ideas as to how is the
best way to do this. When I spent 5
weeks in England during one of their
elections, all of it was on television.
The entire public was engaged. And it
was not on in 30-second ads. It was on
real debates, where men and women
were discussing the direction of the
country, they were discussing what are
their values and what direction do they
want to move in. And it was a very
stimulating debate. And as somebody
that was not even allowed to vote, they
would walk into one of their establish-
ments and they would be right in the
middle of a big political debate to
where Britain should go.

So we need to try to get to the point
where we bring our elections back to
really this idea of a marketplace of
ideas, a true discussion, involving the
public, bringing them in. And we are
not doing that right now. The 30-second
commercials I think are turning people
off. They are saying this is not a part,
this is not a part of me; this is some
other debate taking place over there.

Mr. BAIRD. I sometimes think we
need to pose to the American people a
basic choice, and the choice would be
this. Do they want people who are
going to represent them to spend their
time on the telephone raising huge
amounts of money so they can run 30-
second advertisements or do they want
them to come visit them in town meet-
ings? Do they want them to be study-
ing the issues, to be listening to them,
to be meeting with their colleagues to
try to propose constructive progressive
legislation?

I personally believe that there is no
question people want us to do the lat-
ter. But until we have campaign fi-
nance reform and until the American
public feels that they have a voice and
a responsibility in the political proc-
ess, we will not have the kind of dia-
logue that my colleague has described.
That is why I think Shays-Meehan is
so important and it is why we need to
dedicate ourselves to that.

Let me, if I might, address one other
issue that I feel real strongly about. In
a sense, people might say we are fool-
ish to be even talking about campaign
finance reform. We are incumbent now
for goodness sake. The incumbent po-
tentially would have all the advantages
of a system where large dollar con-
tributions come flying in because of
our position here.

In some ways, we are saying we are
willing to set down our advantage,
what might be a financial advantage,
for the good of the country, we are
willing to say we are prepared to com-
pete on a level playing field, we are
prepared to clean up the process. So
that, for the good of everybody, we
have got to stop saying in this body,
how will this legislation impact our op-
portunity to win the next election and
we have got to start asking, how will
this legislation work for the good of
the country.
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That is what it is about with cam-

paign finance reform. It should not be
a partisan issue. And if there are spe-
cial-interest groups pressuring Mem-
bers of one party or the other and say-
ing, ‘‘you must not support campaign
finance reform or we will come after
you,’’ which I know to be a fact, there
are special-interest groups doing that,
those special-interest groups that do
that are the problem, and Members
who feel pressured need to speak out
about that.

It is not right for people to threaten
Members by saying, ‘‘we will attack
you with financial resources if you try
to change the campaign finance sys-
tem.’’ That is symptomatic of the prob-
lem, and we need to speak out vigor-
ously about that and the public needs
to speak out and I think they need to
ask themselves where their Member
was on the issue of campaign reform.
That is why we are here today.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I could not agree more with
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
BAIRD) in terms of leveling the playing
field. I very much believe that the im-
balance that is there with the fund-
raising, with the ability of an incum-
bent to buy incredible numbers of 30-
second ads, it perverts the whole sys-
tem. And we need to try for a system
where when there are two candidates
or three candidates, or however many
there are in a particular primary or
general election, that they do have
equal time and that they have the abil-
ity to get their ideas across.

The 30-second spot, although it may
be a good medium to convey an idea, is
so restricting in terms of allowing an
individual to really articulate their vi-
sion for the country, where they want
to take the country. And so in struc-
turing this, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN) put together a bill that I think is
going to level the playing field, create
a commission where they can come
back and tell us other ways that we
can try to make sure the challengers
have a true opportunity to get their
ideas out. And I think that is what we
are all about here in terms of our fresh-
man class, and members of our fresh-
man class that have signed on, is say-
ing, we have been through it, we know
how it works, we need to reform it and
we need to reform it right now.

Mr. BAIRD. People have said that
the legislative process is like making
sausage, it might taste good at the end
but we do not want to see how it is
made. I think people are all too famil-
iar and believe that the process is made
unfortunately through contributions.

What we are trying to do here is say,
and I want to emphasize this, the bill
that we are putting forward that the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) have put for-
ward and in our class and my colleague
and myself have endorsed does not say
we have to stop all money. Because,

quite frankly, we do need financial re-
sources. Campaigns to reach 500,000
people with their message do cost
money. But it says the way we raise
the money needs to be reformed. It
says the playing field needs to be level.
It says enormous special-interest con-
tributions and thinly disguised attack
ads need to be eliminated. It says they
need to have access to information
about who is contributing so they can
see the groups they agree with or dis-
agree with support this candidate, they
can see if the group says, ‘‘we are citi-
zens for a wonderful, happy economy
and gracious environment,’’ or some
such thing, who the heck are those peo-
ple? Because oftentimes the names
they choose are different than the
agenda they would have us believe
through their titles.

That is why we need the reform. We
have got to have transparency. We
have got to have a level playing field.
We have got to have reasonable limits.
And we have got to set our candidates
free from the drudgery of having to
spend their lives on the telephone. We
get to talk to a lot of nice folks when
we do that and there is merit to that.
And I have met some wonderful people
through the process of politics so far,
but I will tell my colleagues that I
would most of all like to meet with
them and just listen to their issues and
never have to have them or myself wor-
ried about the proverbial pitch for
money, because that is a blight on our
system. And the more we can do to re-
duce that, the more we can do to level
the playing field for the small and indi-
vidual donors, to limit soft money, to
ban soft money used in political adver-
tising, the better off we will be.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
BAIRD, the idea that people do not care
about this, the idea that somehow the
electorate is not concerned about the
issue of how our campaigns are fi-
nanced is one that when people throw
that idea out I just instinctively be-
lieve that they have not been around,
they have not heard what people have
said. Because when I ask people, ‘‘what
would you do to change the system?’’
they say, ‘‘no gifts at all, no corporate
giving, very small amounts of money.’’
They do not even like how high the
amount is now. ‘‘Get the money com-
pletely out of politics.’’ Those are the
kinds of comments I hear. And that is
clearly where they are coming from,
and they want us to reform.

Mr. Speaker, we have here the gen-
tlewoman from the great State of Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY). She would like
to join our debate I believe, and I yield
to her.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker,
representing the State of Illinois was
the great Senator Paul Simon just for
two terms. He decided not to run again,
and one of the reasons he decided not
to run again was that he knew that he
was going to have to raise an obscene
amount of money in order to be a via-
ble candidate for the United States
Senate.

Paul Simon has been a paragon of in-
tegrity, a person who has represented
the highest in public service, and de-
cided not to run. And he would tell a
story during the campaign about how,
after a long day on the trail, he would
come back to his hotel room and there
would be a stack of messages, all those
pink slips that we all get telling us
who to call back, and he would look
through that list and among them
would be maybe four from people or
PACs that have contributed a lot of
money. And he said, you know, I just
want to ask you, who do you think
after a long day it was that I felt a pri-
ority to call back? Now, he was making
an admission about how campaigns and
how running for office really works. He
said, yeah, I called those big givers
back because, without the millions of
dollars that it took to run for the
United States Senate, all of those
things that I believe in and that my
constituents stand for, I would not be
able to be there in the Senate. And it
was partly that that drove him from
office. I think what Paul Simon was
saying is that money to the extent that
it is a factor in politics imperils our
democracy.

Now, we have a number of opportuni-
ties this session to address this issue. I
know that the Shays-Meehan bill will
be up again, a bill that deals with the
question of soft money, a way to get
around campaign financing rules, and I
support that. But there are other op-
tions too that I think eventually we
are going to have to get to, the clean
elections, clean money proposals,
which essentially say that we are going
to just take that special-interest
money, those big bucks, out of politics.

Now, we looked in the State of Illi-
nois at how much it would cost each Il-
linois family per year to pay for all of
the Federal elections within our State.
And do my colleagues know what we
found? It would cost about $5 per fam-
ily per year to fund the elections at the
level that they are being funded now,
which is very high. We are talking mil-
lions of dollars per election. Well, it
seems to me that 5 bucks a family per
year to buy back our Government is a
bargain.

Why don’t people vote? Why don’t
they participate? Because they have a
sense that there is not a place at the
table unless they put their money
down and they have bought that place
at the table. And all too often that is
true and certainly in terms of access to
elected officials. And that was that
story that Paul Simon was sadly tell-
ing and all too often I think in the out-
come of public policy decisions.
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Do people care about it? Do they care
about how much they pay in their util-
ity bills? Do they care who is polluting
their air? Do they care whether or not
their schools are of a good quality? All
of these issues are influenced by big-
money players in the political arena.
Those are issues that they care about.
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Fundamentally I think we are never
going to get to deciding on the basis of
what is right, what is wrong, what is
best for people unless we take the ele-
ment of big money out of our election
campaigns.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. I thank
the gentlewoman very much for those
excellent comments.

Mr. Speaker, one of the issues that
either one of my colleagues may want
to engage me in, is an important issue.
There were people in the past that have
shone the light. The gentlewoman men-
tioned Paul Simon from her great
State. I know two individuals, one,
Senator Proxmire from Wisconsin who
took the attitude that he was not going
to take any money, and he sent money
back, actually. What he would do is
every time he would go out to Wiscon-
sin, he would get out at the profes-
sional football games, stand in line and
shake 40,000 hands. He figured that was
the way to get reelected. Back in those
days, he did a good job of it and people
loved him. And Representative Pat
Williams, I think, was asked when he
left Congress what he was going to
miss, and he said that the one thing he
had never gotten into was making tele-
phone calls for fund-raising. He said,
‘‘Somebody else can do that.’’

Clearly we are in a different time be-
cause of the mistrust and because of all
of the issue ads and everything else
that is out there, but we need to try
and move back, I think, to the point
where there is more of that. Their real
purpose in doing that was saying, ‘‘I
want to focus on my job. I don’t want
to take one minute away from my
job.’’

Mr. BAIRD. Let me share with my
colleagues an example actually from
our recent experience. We had a very
expensive campaign, I will admit it, be-
cause we were getting attacked heav-
ily, one of the number-one targets in
the whole country. But we also had a
grassroots campaign. That is what we
need to have more of. We had 1,100 vol-
unteers in the field on the day of the
election, 1,100 people going around the
district working telephones, saying
why they cared so much about that
election. I know my good friend from
Illinois had a similar organization.
That is politics at its best. Politics at
its best is people working in the field
for people they believe. Politics at its
worst is when people pay telephone so-
licitors to call with smear campaigns.
Politics at its worst are last-minute
$100,000, $200,000 and $300,000 TV attack
ads.

What I am hoping we can do is in-
spire the young people who come watch
us each day and watch us on TV and
who are in our schools today to be a
part of politics at its best. This bill
will help reduce the impact of politics
at its worst and maybe inspire people
to do more.

I know my good friend from Illinois
has had similar work with people in
the field.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. During the elec-
tion campaign, I spent about 25 hours a

week on the telephone, as they say, di-
aling for dollars, asking people if they
would contribute to my campaign.
Those are 25 hours a week that I could
have been learning more about issues,
attending meetings with community
representatives, out shaking hands,
going to grocery stores, meeting with
constituents, learning about the real
issues that affect people in my district
and not calling name after name of
people who might be able to contribute
to the campaigns. But worse than that,
it seems to me, what they want in a
Member of Congress, when we reach for
our voting card to put it in a slot and
vote on an issue, I think what the vot-
ers want us to be thinking about is
them, what is good for them, not mak-
ing a calculation in our minds, ‘‘If I
vote yes, which of my major contribu-
tors is going to be upset?’’ Or ‘‘how am
I going to explain this to somebody
who has given me a lot of money?’’

I know from being in the State legis-
lature that unfortunately these kinds
of calculations are made. I think any-
one who says otherwise is simply not
telling the truth about how it works in
terms of money. And so I think that it
is not only the candidate’s time but
also the candidate’s vote that is at
stake here.

Mr. BAIRD. If I could echo that a lit-
tle bit. One of the things that is frus-
trating about some of these discussions
of reform, people have come and said
that the politicians are corrupt. People
need to understand that I do not know
a single person who says, ‘‘Gosh, I’m so
excited because there’s 5 hours of call
time on my schedule today.’’

We need to understand that money
does not come to the candidates. It
goes to your campaign fund, which
then typically goes almost directly to
a TV or radio station or direct mail
house. The people who are running for
office, the people I have met in this
great body, are decent people. They are
here because they care about the sys-
tem. They do the fund-raising side not
because they like that, not because
they line their own pockets but be-
cause they are willing to endure the
humiliation and the drudgery and the
frustration in order to get here and
have a voice for the people of their
State. We need to be very careful when
we talk about this to not tear down
this House and not tear down our col-
leagues because they are good, decent
people. The system of funding may be
corroded but the people involved are
not corrupt people. I want to make
sure what we do is we free them from
that drudgery and we free them from
that stigma and that stain that other
people might attach to it.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I would cer-
tainly echo that. I would also say that
the gentleman raises a good point
about the cost of media and the idea
that radio time, that TV time which
eats up so many of the dollars that are
raised in campaigns, if we could get
more contributions from the public air-
waves toward campaigns, if we could

have some free air time on radio and
television, that it would certainly help
ease the need for campaign donations.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. The issue
of the individuals, the Members of Con-
gress, that are here and how they re-
late to this system, I do not think
there is any doubt that we have people
that are here that are well-intentioned,
they care about their constituencies,
they care very much about their con-
gressional districts, and they are
caught in a bad system. They are
caught in a bad system. That is why I
am so proud of our freshman class for
stepping up to the plate. The freshman
class that preceded us did the same
thing.

Members from both sides of the aisle
last August, in 1998, 252 Members, voted
for this bill that all of us want to see
passed today. I think that sends a very
strong message that we want change,
we want people to be heard, we want
truly to open up the system and get
back to ideas rather than money.

If there are no additional comments
from either the gentleman from Wash-
ington or the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois, let me at this point just close by
saying that I am very, very proud of
our freshman class for stepping up to
the plate on this issue. I am very proud
of the gentleman from Washington for
his leadership on this issue as the
president of our freshman class, and
the gentlewoman from Illinois. I know
that she has also become a leader on
this issue and I compliment her on that
and say that I think with all of us
working together and reaching across
the aisle, I really and truly think we
are going to get this done, we are going
to get it done early and get it over to
the other body. I think we are going to
see progress on this issue this year. I
thank both my colleagues for their par-
ticipation.
f

PROMOTING LIVABLE
COMMUNITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
BIGGERT). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
one of the benefits of a livable commu-
nity is that it provides a setting that
high technology industries can flour-
ish. Indeed, it works both ways. While
a livable community attracts high
technology, high technology can in
fact provide the support for a more liv-
able community, support via a more
educated workforce, support in terms
of having the financial resources that
that community can pay for growth
and development, support by having a
workforce that is intensely sensitive to
the requirements of livable commu-
nities.

This has had a tremendous impact on
our national economy. It is common
knowledge to most Members of this
body that high technology has been the
fastest growing area of our national
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economic growth, over 4 million jobs,
and it approaches almost $1 trillion in
terms of our gross national product. In
my State of Oregon, the effects have
been even more profound. We are
known, for example, for agriculture
and wood products. Yet technology-
based industries in the State of Oregon
now provide twice the economic impact
as agriculture and forest products com-
bined. It provides an average wage that
is almost twice the State average.
There is every indication as far as the
future is concerned that the impact na-
tionally and in the State of Oregon in
the years ahead is going to be even
more profound. Yet the question is,
how do we take maximum advantage of
this growing economic and sociological
phenomenon.

It would seem to me that it is impor-
tant for the Federal Government to
have in place a series of policies that
promote the full implementation of
this opportunity. There has been sig-
nificant indirect Federal support
through the research and development
tax credit that has helped invest in the
future as far as these industries are
concerned. Again, just taking the im-
pact on a small State like Oregon
where 8 percent of the total revenue is
tied up in research and development,
well over $1.3 billion.

But it is time for us in the Federal
Government to get real about what our
policy is towards stability in the high-
tech industry. We have had in place for
years a temporary investment tax
credit that we approve a year at a
time. We are going to extend the in-
vestment tax credit, once again due to
expire. I hope that this year is the last
time we go through this charade of the
1-year extension. We know that it is
critical for the future of the high-tech
industry. We know that it is a benefit
that is well-placed, that pays dividends
far in excess of the amount of benefit
that is granted. Indeed, there is every
indication that, according to one esti-
mate, over $41 billion of new invest-
ment would be unleashed by making
the investment tax credit permanent.
Nobody in the private sector, however,
is going to make the long-term invest-
ments based on our good intentions.
Even though we know we are going to
extend it, even though they are certain
we probably will extend it, it simply is
not prudent for people to put millions
of dollars, tens of millions of dollars or
more on the line based on our good in-
tention. We have seen train wrecks on
the floor of this Chamber before.

I hope that Members on both sides of
the aisle will come together quickly to
make clear that we are going to make
this a permanent extension. Livable
communities, I have suggested time
and again on the floor of this Chamber,
require not so much rules and regula-
tions as they require the Federal Gov-
ernment to be a constructive partner
with State and local governments, with
private citizens and business to help
promote livable communities. The sta-
bility that would come from a perma-

nent extension of the investment tax
credit would be a very tangible expres-
sion of that stable Federal partnership,
and I hope we are about that business
soon in this congressional session.
f

MANAGED CARE REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. GANSKE) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GANSKE. Madam Speaker, to-
morrow on the other side of the Cap-
itol, in the Senate, debate begins on
managed care reform legislation.

I would like to take my colleagues
back to May 30, 1996, when a small,
nervous woman testified before the
House Committee on Commerce. Her
testimony, Madam Speaker, was buried
in the fourth panel at the end of a long
day about the abuses of managed care.
The reporters were gone, the television
cameras had packed up, most of the
original crowd had dispersed.
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Madam Speaker, she should have

been the first witness that day, not one
of the last. She told about the choices
that managed care companies and self-
insured plans are making every day
when they determine medical neces-
sity.

This woman, Linda Peeno, had been a
claims reviewer for several HMOs. Here
is her story:

‘‘I wish to begin by making a public
confession. In the spring of 1987, as a
physician, I caused the death of a man.
Although this was known to many peo-
ple, I have not been taken before any
court of law or called to account for
this in any professional or public
forum. In fact, just the opposite oc-
curred. I was rewarded for this. It
brought me an improved reputation in
my job and contributed to my advance-
ment afterwards. Not only did I dem-
onstrate I could do what was expected
of me, I exemplified the good company
doctor. I saved half a million dollars.’’

Madam Speaker, as she spoke, a hush
came over the room. The representa-
tives of the trade associations who
were still there averted their eyes. The
audience shifted uncomfortably in
their seats, both the gripped and
alarmed by her story.

Her voice became husky, and I could
see tears in her eyes. Her anguish over
harming patients as a managed care re-
viewer had caused this woman to come
forth and bear her soul.

She continued:
‘‘Since that day I have lived with

this act and many others eating into
my heart and soul. For me a physician
is a professional charged with the care
or healing of his or her fellow human
beings. The primary ethical norm is:
Do no harm. I did worse; I caused
death.’’

She went on:
‘‘Instead of using a clumsy, bloody

weapon, I used the simplest, cleanest of

tools: my words. This man died because
I denied him a necessary operation to
save his heart. I felt little pain or re-
morse at the time. The man’s faceless
distance soothed my conscience. Like a
skilled soldier, I was trained for this
moment. When any moral qualms arose
I was to remember I am not denying
care, I am only denying payment.’’

Madam Speaker, by this time the
trade association representatives were
staring at the floor, the Congressmen
who had spoken on behalf of the HMOs
were distinctly uncomfortable and the
staff, several of whom subsequently be-
came representatives of HMO trade or-
ganizations, were thanking God that
this witness came at the end of the
day.

Dr. Peeno’s testimony continued:
‘‘At the time this helped me avoid

any sense of responsibility for my deci-
sion. Now I am no longer willing to ac-
cept the escapist reasoning that al-
lowed me to rationalize this action. I
accept my responsibility now for this
man’s death as well as for the immeas-
urable pain and suffering many other
decisions of mine caused.’’

She then listed the many ways man-
aged care health plans deny care to pa-
tients, but she emphasized one particu-
lar issue: the right to decide what care
is medically necessary.

She said:
‘‘There is one last activity that I

think deserves a special place on this
list, and this is what I call the smart
bomb of cost containment, and that is
medical necessities denials. Even when
medical criteria is used, it is rarely de-
veloped in any kind of standard tradi-
tional clinical process.’’

She continued:
‘‘It is rarely standardized across the

field. The criteria is rarely available
for prior review by the physicians or
the members of the plan. We have
enough experience from history to
demonstrate the consequences of secre-
tive, unregulated systems that go
awry.’’

After exposing her own trans-
gressions, she closed by urging every-
one in the room to examine their own
consciences:

‘‘One can only wonder how much
pain, suffering and death we will have
before we have the courage to change
our course. Personally, I have decided
even one death is too much for me.’’

Madam Speaker, the hearing room at
that time was stone cold quiet. The
chairman mumbled, ‘‘Thank you, Doc-
tor.’’

Linda Peeno could have rationalized
her decisions, as many do. Oh, I was
just working within guidelines, or I
was just following orders, or, you
know, we have to save resources, or
this is not about treatment, it is really
just about benefits.

Madam Speaker, Dr. Peeno refused to
continue this denial, and she will do
penance for her sins the rest of her life
by exposing the dirty little secret of
HMOs determining medical necessity.

Madam Speaker, if there is only one
thing to consider before our colleagues
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vote on patient protection legislation,
I urge our colleagues to consider the
following:

Before we vote on any patient protec-
tion legislation, we must keep in mind
the fact that no amount of procedural
protection or schemes of external re-
view can help patients if insurers are
legislatively given broad powers to de-
termine what standards will be used to
make decisions about coverage. As Dr.
Peeno so poignantly observed, insurers
now routinely make decisions by deter-
mining what goods and services they
will pay for. The difference between
clinical decisions about medical nec-
essary care and decisions about insur-
ance coverage are especially blurred,
and, Madam Speaker, because all but
the wealthy rely on insurers, the power
of insurers to determine coverage gives
them the power to dictate professional
standards of care.

Make no mistake. Along with the
question of health plan liability, the
determination of who should decide
when health care is medically nec-
essary is the key issue in patient pro-
tection legislation.

Contrary to the claims of HMOs that
this is some new concept, for over 200
years most private insurers and third
party payers have viewed as medically
necessary those products or services
provided in accordance with prevailing
standards of medical practice, quote,
unquote. This is the definition that I
use in my own managed care reform
bill, the Managed Care Reform Act of
1999, and the courts have been sensitive
to the fact that insurers have a conflict
of interest because they stand to gain
financially from denying care and have
used clinically-derived professional
standards of care, the courts have, to
reverse insurers’ attempts to deviate
from those standards. That is why it is
so important that managed care reform
legislation include an independent ap-
peals panel with no financial interest
in the outcome. A fair review process
utilizing clinical standards of care
guarantees that the decision of the re-
view board is made without regard to
the financial interests of either the
HMO or the physician. On the other
hand, if the review board has to use the
health plan’s definition of medically
necessary, there is no such guarantee.

Now, Madam Speaker, in response to
a growing body of case law and the
HMOs’ own need to demonstrate profit-
ability to their shareholders insurers
are now writing contracts that threat-
en even this minimal level of consumer
protection. They are writing contracts
in which standards of medical neces-
sity are not only separated from stand-
ards of good practice but are also es-
sentially not subject to review.

Here is one example of many of a
health plan’s definition of medically
necessary services. This is directly
from the language of a contract from
an HMO:

‘‘Medical necessity means the short-
est, least expensive or least intense
level of treatment, care or service ren-

dered or supply provided as determined
by us, the health plan.’’

Contracts like this demonstrate that
some health plans are manipulating
the definition of medical necessity to
deny appropriate patient care by arbi-
trarily linking it to saving money, not
the patient’s medical needs.

Now on the surface some might say,
so what is wrong with the least expen-
sive treatment? Well, let me give my
colleagues one example out of thou-
sands I could cite:

Before I came to Congress, I was a re-
constructive surgeon. I treated chil-
dren with cleft palets, a fissure on the
roof of the mouth. Clinical standards of
care would determine that the best
treatment is surgical correction, but
under this HMO’s definition, the one
that says shortest, least expensive, the
plan could limit coverage to a piece of
plastic to fill the hole in the roof of
that patient’s mouth. After all, that
plastic obturator would be cheaper.
However, instead of condemning chil-
dren to a lifetime of using a messy
prosthesis, the proper treatment, re-
construction using the child’s own tis-
sue, would give that child the best
chance at normal speech and a normal
life, and let me warn my colleagues
paradoxically insurers stand to benefit
from misguided legislative changes
that can displace case law.

Last year legislation passed this
House and the GOP bill in the Senate
would have granted insurers the ex-
plicit power to define medical neces-
sity without regard to current stand-
ards of medical practice. This would
have been accomplished by allowing
them to classify as medically unneces-
sary any procedures not specifically
found to be necessary by the insurer’s
own technical review panel. The Senate
bill also would have given insurers the
power to determine what evidence
would be relevant in evaluating claims
for coverage and would have permitted
insurers to classify some coverage deci-
sions as exempt from administrative
review.

Madam Speaker, I know that many
of our colleagues who supported those
bills last year had no idea of the impli-
cation of the medical necessity provi-
sions in them.
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That is why I hope my friends in both

the House and the Senate are listening.
As I said, tomorrow the Senate starts
to address this issue.

Specifically, insurers now want to
move away from clinical standards of
care applied to particular patients to
standards linking medical necessity to
what are called population studies.

On the surface, this may seem to be
scientific and rational. However, as a
physician who is a former medical re-
viewer myself and who worked with
many insurers, large and small, let me
explain why I think it is critical that
we stick with medical necessity as de-
fined by clinical standard of care.

First, sole reliance on broad stand-
ards from generalized evidence is not

good medical practice. I will explain
these. Second, there are practical lim-
its to designing studies that can an-
swer all clinical questions. Third, most
studies are not of sufficient scientific
quality to justify overruling clinical
judgment.

Let me explain these points, and I
also recommend an article on this by
Rosenbaum in the January 21, 1999, edi-
tion of the New England Journal of
Medicine.

First, while it may seem
counterintuitive, it is not good medi-
cine to solely use what are called out-
comes-based studies of medical neces-
sity, even when the science is rigorous.
Let me explain why.

The reason is because the choice of
the outcome is inherently value laden.
The medical reviewer for the HMO is
likely, as shown by the above-men-
tioned contract, to consider cost the
essential value.

What about quality? As a surgeon, I
treated many patients with broken fin-
gers merely by reducing the fracture
and splinting the finger and, Madam
Speaker, for most patients this inex-
pensive treatment would restore ade-
quate function.

What about the musician, the piano
player who needs a better range of mo-
tion? For that patient, surgery might
be necessary.

Which outcome should be the basis
for the decision about insurance cov-
erage? Playing the piano or routine
functioning?

My point is this: Taking care of pa-
tients requires a lot of variation and a
lot of individualization. Definitions of
medical necessity have to be flexible
enough to take into account the needs
of each patient. One-size-fits-all out-
comes make irrelevant the doctor’s
knowledge of the individual patient
and is bad medicine, period.

Second, there are practical limita-
tions on basing medical necessity on
what is called generalized evidence,
particularly as applied by HMOs.

Much of medicine is a result of col-
lective experience, and many basic
medical treatments have not been
studied rigorously. Furthermore, aside
from a handful of procedures that are
not explicitly covered, most care is not
specifically defined in health plans be-
cause the number of procedures and the
circumstances of their application is
limitless.

In addition, by their very nature,
many controlled clinical trials study
treatments in isolation; whereas physi-
cians need to know the benefits of one
type of treatment over another when
they are taking care of an individual
patient. Prospective randomized com-
parison studies, on the other hand, are
very expensive. Given the enormous
number of procedures and individual
circumstances, if coverage is limited to
only those that have scientifically
sound generalized outcomes, care could
be denied for almost all conditions.

Come to think of it, Madam Speaker,
maybe that is why HMOs are so keen to
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get away from prevailing standards of
care.

Third, the validity of HMO guidelines
and how they are used is open to ques-
tion. Medical directors of HMOs were
asked to rank the sources of informa-
tion they used to make medical deci-
sions. Industry guidelines, generated
by the trade associations representing
health plans, were ranked ahead of in-
formation from national experts, gov-
ernment documents and NIH consensus
conferences. The most highly respected
source, medical journals, was used less
than 60 percent of the time.

Industry guidelines are frequently
written by a firm by the name of
Milliman and Robertson, a strategy
shop for the HMO industry. This is the
same firm that championed drive-
through deliveries and outpatient
mastectomies. Many times these prac-
tice guidelines are not grounded in
science but are cookbook recipes de-
rived by actuaries to reduce health
care costs.

Here are two examples of the errors
of their guidelines. In reference to out-
patient mastectomies, a National Can-
cer Institute study released in June
found that women receiving outpatient
mastectomies face significantly higher
risks of being rehospitalized and have a
higher risk of surgery-related com-
plications like infections and blood
clots. In regard to drive-through deliv-
eries, in 1997, a study published in the
Journal of the American Medical Asso-
ciation showed that babies discharged
within a day of birth faced increase
risk of developing jaundice, dehydra-
tion and dangerous infections.

Objectivity of medical decision-mak-
ing requires that the results of studies
be open to peer review, yet much of the
decision-making by HMOs is based on
unpublished proprietary and
unexamined methods and data. Such
secret and potentially biased guide-
lines simply cannot be called scientific.

This is not to say that outcomes-
based studies do not make up a part of
how clinical standards of care are de-
termined. They do, but we are all fa-
miliar with the ephemeral nature of
new scientific studies such as those on
the supposed dangers of alar. Remem-
ber the apple scare a few years ago?

Clinical standard of care, the stand-
ard that we should use for medical ne-
cessity, does take into account valid
and replicable studies in the peer-re-
viewed literature, as well as the results
of professional consensus conferences,
practice guidelines based on govern-
ment-funded studies and guidelines
prepared by insurers that have been de-
termined to have been free of conflict
of interest, but most importantly, they
also include the patient’s individual
health and medical information and
the clinical judgment of the treating
physician.

Madam Speaker, Congress should
pass legislation defining this standard
of medical necessity because, one, the
Employee Retirement Income Security
Act, ERISA, shields plans from the

consequences of most decisions about
medical necessity. Two, under ERISA,
patients generally can only recover the
value of the benefits denied. Three,
even this limited remedy is being erod-
ed by insurance contracts that give in-
surers the authority to make decisions
about medical necessity based on ques-
tionable evidence.

To ensure these protections, Con-
gress must provide patients with a
speedy external review of all coverage
decisions, not merely those that insur-
ers decide are subject to review. It is
time for Congress to defuse the smart
bomb of HMOs.

Madam Speaker, the issues of man-
aged care reform should go from the
drawing board to the signing ceremony
this year. Last year, I joined with the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL) and offered the Patients’ Bill of
Rights as an amendment on the House
floor. While I regret that it did not
pass, there may have been at least one
good thing about that. In the last few
weeks, many HMOs have announced
double digit premium increases. We
can be sure that if the Patients’ Bill of
Rights had passed, there would be a
whole lot of HMO fingers pointing at
Congress blaming us now for those sky-
rocketing premiums which are really
due to HMO mismanagement.

I think it is important to remember
why it is so important that Congress
should pass HMO reform legislation. I
will bet, Madam Speaker, that every
one of our colleagues has heard from
constituents describing their own HMO
horror story.

We have all seen headlines like,
HMO’s rules leave her dying for the doc
she needs, or ex-New Yorker is told get
castrated so we can save dollars. Or
how about this headline: What his par-
ents did not know about HMOs may
have killed this baby.

Consider the 29-year-old cancer pa-
tient whose HMO would not pay for his
treatments. The HMO case manager
told him instead to hold a fund-raiser,
a fund-raiser.

Well, Madam Speaker, we just had an
hour of debate about campaign fund-
raising. I certainly hope that campaign
finance reform will not stymie that
man’s chance to get his cancer treat-
ment.

During congressional hearings 2
years ago we heard testimony from
Alan DeMeurers who lost his wife
Christy to breast cancer. When a spe-
cialist at UCLA recommended she un-
dergo bone marrow transplant surgery
her HMO leaned on UCLA to change its
medical opinion. Who knows whether
Kristi would be with her two children
today had her HMO not interfered with
her doctor/patient relationship?

Other plans have placed ridiculous
burdens on those seeking emergency
care. Ask Jacqueline Lee how bad that
can be. This 28-year-old lady was hik-
ing in the mountains, just west of
Washington, D.C. in the Shenandoah
Mountains when she fell off a 40-foot
cliff. She fractured her skull, her arm,

her pelvis. She was comatose, lying at
the bottom of this 40-foot cliff. Fortu-
nately, her hiking companion had a
cellular phone and she was airlifted to
a local hospital and she was treated in
the ICU for a month on morphine drips.

Now, one will not believe this. Her
HMO refused to pay for the services be-
cause she failed to get
preauthorization. I ask, what was she
supposed to do with her fractured
skull, her broken arm, her broken pel-
vis, lying at the base of the cliff?
Maybe wake up from her coma with her
nonbroken arm, pull a cellular phone
out of her pocket, dial a 1–800 phone
number and say, hey, I just fell off a 40-
foot cliff; I need to go to the hospital?

There are countless other examples.
A pediatrician who worked in this area
took care of a pediatric ICU. She told
me about how a few years ago, a 6-
year-old boy came into her ICU, after
drowning. Prognosis was terrible. The
little boy had been in the unit about 5
hours. They had him intubated. They
had the drips running. Doctors and
nurses and family were standing
around the bed praying for a sign of life
when the phone rings. It is a medical
manager from the HMO.

Well, tell me about this little boy.
Well, he nearly drowned. The progno-

sis is not very good.
Now, one can almost picture the

computer screen and the algorithm
from this medical manager a thousand
miles away. Ventilator patient, poor
prognosis.

Well, came the next question, have
you considered sending this little boy
home on home ventilation? After all, it
is cheaper.

Think about that. Does not that just
about make the hair stand up on the
back of your head? That is what we are
dealing with.
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Madam Speaker, because our friends
and our neighbors and our fellow work-
ers and our own families have had
these types of experiences, countless
polls show that people want Congress
to pass managed care reform.

A recent Kaiser Family Foundation
survey found that 78 percent of voters
support managed care reform, and a
similar percentage support allowing
consumers to go to court to sue their
health plans when those health plans
are negligent. No public opinion poll,
however, conveys the depth of emotion
on this issue as well as movie audi-
ences around the country who sponta-
neously clapped and cheered Helen
Hunt when she gave an obscenity-laced
evaluation and description of her HMO
in the Oscar-winning movie, ‘‘As Good
As It Gets.’’ Audiences across the coun-
try responded to the plight of her little
boy with asthma because they see the
same thing happening to their friends,
their neighbors, and their family mem-
bers.

The industry responds by saying,
Christy DeMeurers, Jacqueline Lee,
this little boy who has just drowned,
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they are just anecdotes; we do not leg-
islate because of anecdotes. Well,
Madam Speaker, to paraphrase Shake-
speare, Hath not these anecdotes, these
HMO victims, eyes? Hath not these
anecdotes hands, organs, dimensions,
senses, affections, passions? If you
prick the anecdotes, do they not bleed?
And if you cut short their care for prof-
its, do those anecdotes not die?

Madam Speaker, I hope we never
hear that word anecdote when we de-
bate this issue on the floor this year.

Last year, I and a few other brave
souls crossed party lines to push for
passage of the Patients’ Bill of Rights.
It was a good bill, and it would have
done a great deal to end the constant
stream of HMO horror stories. It con-
tained, for example, very strong lan-
guage ensuring that health plans pay
for emergency care.

Consider the plight of James Adams,
aged 6 months old. At 3:30 in the morn-
ing, his mother, Lamona, found him
hot, panting, and moaning. His tem-
perature was 104 degrees. Lamona
phoned her HMO and was told to take
little Jimmy to the Scottish Rite Med-
ical Center. Quote: ‘‘That is the only
hospital I can send you to,’’ the HMO
reviewer added. ‘‘How do I get there,’’
Lamona asked. ‘‘I don’t know,’’ the
nurse said. ‘‘I am not good at direc-
tions.’’

Well, it turns out that Scottish Rite
Hospital was about 70-some miles
away. So, at 3:30 in the morning,
Lamona and her husband wrap up little
Jimmy, put him in the car. Picture
this: It is a stormy night. They start
their drive to the hospital. Madam
Speaker, 20 miles into their ride they
passed Emory University Hospital, a
renowned pediatric center. Nearby
were two more of Atlanta’s leading
hospitals, Georgia Baptist and Grady
Memorial. But the Adams did not have
permission to stop there, and so they
pushed on. They had farther to go to
get to Scottish Rite Hospital. While
searching for the hospital, James’
heart stopped.

There is a scene in the movie that is
out now, A Civil Action, showing a
mother and a father in a car on the
side of the road on a stormy night ad-
ministering CPR to their child. Think
of Jimmy Adams when you see that
movie.

Well, Lamona and her husband even-
tually got Jimmy to Scottish Rite. It
looked like the boy would die. But he
was a tough little guy, and despite his
cardiac arrest, due to delay in treat-
ment by his HMO, he survived. How-
ever, the doctors had to amputate both
of his hands and both his feet because
of the gangrene that resulted from his
cardiac arrest.

All of this is documented in the book,
Health Against Wealth, and as the de-
tails of Baby James’ HMO’s methods
were emerged, it became clear that the
margins of safety in that HMO were
razor thin. Maybe as thin as the scalpel
that had to amputate both this little
boy’s hands and both of his feet. For

the rest of his life, this little boy will
never be able to play basketball. I
talked to his mother last week. He has
learned how to put on his leg pros-
theses without his bilateral hooks, but
he cannot get on his bilateral hooks
unless he has help from his mom. He
will never be able to touch and caress
the cheek of the woman that he loves
some day.

Think of the dilemma an HMO places
on a mother struggling to make ends
meet. In Lamona’s situation, if she
rushes her child to the nearest emer-
gency room, she could be at risk for
hundreds or even thousands of dollars
because she was not given authoriza-
tion. It was not medically necessary to
go to that nonprovider hospital. Or, she
could hope that her child’s condition
will not worsen as they drive past one
hospital after another, an additional 20
miles, to get to the nearest emergency
room affiliated with their plan.

Madam Speaker, a strong HMO re-
form bill would ensure that consumers
would not have to make that poten-
tially disastrous choice.

Now, in recognition of problems in
managed care, three managed care
plans joined with Families USA and
other consumer groups in 1997 to an-
nounce their support of an 18-point
agenda. Here is a sample of the issues
that the groups felt required nationally
enforceable standards: Guaranteeing
access to appropriate services, provid-
ing people with a choice of health
plans, ensuring the confidentiality of
medical records, protecting the con-
tinuity of care, providing consumers
with relevant information, covering
emergency care, and banning gag rules.

These health plans and consumer
groups wrote, ‘‘Together, we are seek-
ing to address problems that have led
to a decline in consumer confidence
and trust in health plans. We believe
that thoughtfully designed health plan
standards will help to restore con-
fidence and ensure needed protection.’’

After listening to some of these ex-
amples of the victims of managed care,
I would certainly agree with them,
that we need some Federal standards
to correct the abuses, and from the
viewpoint of the plans, they certainly
have a public relations disaster.

These plans said that they noted that
they already make extensive efforts to
improve the quality of care, and the
Chief Executive Officer of the one plan
said quote, ‘‘We intend to insist on
even higher standards of behavior with-
in our industry, and we are more than
willing to see laws enacted to ensure
that result.’’

Let me repeat that. The Chief Execu-
tive Officer of one of these nonprofit
plans said, ‘‘We are more than willing
to see laws enacted to ensure that re-
sult.’’ However, I am sad to say that
despite strong public support to correct
problems like these and the support of
some responsible managed care plans,
legislation stalled in Washington last
year. That is truly unfortunate, since
the problem demands Federal action.

While historically, State insurance
commissions have done an excellent
job of monitoring the performance of
health plans, Federal law puts most
HMOs beyond the reach of State regu-
lations. Now, how is this possible?

Well, more than two decades ago,
Congress passed the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act. As I have
said before, this is called ERISA. It did
this to provide some uniformity for
pension plans in dealing with different
State laws. Health plans were included
in ERISA, almost as an afterthought.
But the result has been a gaping regu-
latory loophole for self-insured plans
under ERISA. Even more alarming is
the fact that this lack of effective reg-
ulation is coupled with an immunity
from liability for negligent actions.

Now, Madam Speaker, personal re-
sponsibility has been a watchword for
this Republican Congress, and this
issue should be no different. Health
plans that recklessly deny needed med-
ical service should be made to answer
for their conduct. Laws that shield en-
tities from their responsibility only en-
courage them to cut corners. Congress
created this ERISA loophole, and Con-
gress should fix it.

Now, many of the opponents to this
legislation say, well, we will end up, if
we pass this, with nationalized health
insurance. It is always the big bogey-
man, nationalized health insurance.
But I ask my colleagues, think for a
moment about buying a car. Federal
laws ensure that cars have horns and
brakes and headlights and seatbelts;
they also ensure that they do not pol-
lute. Yet, despite these minimum
standards, we do not have a national-
ized auto industry. Instead, consumers
have lots of choices. But they know
that whatever car they buy will meet
certain minimum safety standards. One
does not buy safety a la carte.

The same notion of basic protections
and standards should apply to health
plans. Consumer protections will not
lead to socialized medicine any more
than requiring seatbelts has led to a
nationalized auto industry. In a free
market, these minimum standards set
a level playing field that allows com-
petition to flourish.

Before closing, Madam Speaker, let
me share some thoughts on how I think
this issue will evolve in the coming
months. As we know, we came close to
passing the Patients’ Bill of Rights last
year in part, because I and some other
Republicans crossed party lines to sup-
port the better bill. Already I see signs
this year that the fight could break out
the same way. We simply cannot let
the issue of managed care reform die
on the cross of partisanship.

So I decided not to cosponsor the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights when it was intro-
duced earlier this year. Instead, I in-
troduced my own bill: The Managed
Care Reform Act of 1999, H.R. 719.
While my bill shares the best features
of other leading managed care reform
proposals, it also eliminates some pro-
visions that would add regulatory bur-
dens on health plans without providing
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much in the way of added patient safe-
ty. In addition, the bill has a new for-
mulation on the issue of health plan li-
ability. I continue to believe that
health plans which make negligent
medical decisions should be account-
able for their actions.

But a winning lawsuit is little con-
solation to a family who has lost a
loved one. The best HMO bill ensures
that health care is delivered when it is
needed, and I also believe that the li-
ability should attach to the entity that
is making medical decisions.

Many self-insured companies con-
tract with large managed care plans to
deliver care. If the business is not mak-
ing discretionary decisions, they
should not face liability. This is true of
folks like third-party administrators if
they merely perform administrative
functions. But if they cross the line
and determine whether a particular
treatment is medically necessary; re-
member, this brings us back to the
medical necessity issue that I started
this speech about. If they cross that
line in a given case, then they are mak-
ing medical decisions, and they should
be responsible for their actions.

To encourage health plans to give pa-
tients the right care without having to
go to court, my bill provides for both
an internal and an external appeals
process. But unlike last year’s Repub-
lican bill, the external review is bind-
ing on the plan.
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It could be requested by either the
patient or the health plan. The review
would be done by an independent panel
of medical experts. Frequently, pa-
tients pursuing cases through appeal
win. They win their treatment. But
many times, also, the plan’s decision is
proven to be the right one.

My bill provides that, if the plan fol-
lows the definition of the external re-
view panel, there could not be punitive
damages liability on either the health
plan or the business. After all, there
cannot be any malice if they have
bound themselves to the decision of an
independent panel of experts.

Madam Speaker, I suspect Aetna
wishes they had had an independent
peer panel available, even with the
binding decision on care, when it de-
nied care to David Goodrich. Earlier
this year, a California jury handed
down a verdict with $116 million in pu-
nitive damages to Teresa Goodrich, his
widow. If Aetna or the Goodriches had
had the ability to send the denial of
care to an external review, with a bind-
ing decision on the plan, where that
independent panel has the authority to
determine clinical standards of care as
medical necessity, then they could
have avoided the courtroom. But more
importantly, David Goodrich might be
alive today.

That is why my plan should be at-
tractive to both sides. Consumers get a
reliable and quick external appeals
process that will help them get the
care that they need. They can go to

court to collect economic damages like
lost wages and future medical care and
noneconomic damages like pain and
suffering.

If the plan fails to follow the external
reviews decision, the patient can sue
for punitive damages. But if it has gone
in a timely fashion through the review
process to that independent panel for a
binding decision on the plan, that plan
then knows that it has no punitive
damages liability. That is the big un-
known to an insurance company. That
eliminates for them the risk of a $50
million or $100 million punitive dam-
ages award. But they have to follow
the recommendations of that independ-
ent review panel.

I have heard from insurers that they
fear that this legislation will cause
premiums to increase. I think there is
ample evidence that this would not be
the case. Last year, the Congressional
Budget Office estimated that a similar
proposal, which did not include puni-
tive damages relief, would only in-
crease premiums around 2 percent over
10 years.

When Texas passed its own liability
law 2 years ago, Scott and White
Health Plan estimated that premiums
would have to increase just 34 cents per
member per month to cover the cost.
These are hardly alarming figures.

The low estimate by Scott and White
seems accurate since only one suit has
been filed against a Texas health plan
since Texas passed legislation similar
to this. That is far from the flood of
litigation that opponents predicted.

Madam Speaker, I have been encour-
aged by the positive response my bill
has received. I think this could be the
basis for a bipartisan bill this year. In
fact, I spoke with the CEO of a large
Blue Cross plan who confided to me
that his organization is already imple-
menting virtually all of the rec-
ommendations of the President’s
Health Care Quality Advisory Commis-
sion for little or no cost.

One part of the health care debate
that concerns him is the issue of liabil-
ity. He has indicated that shielding
plans from punitive damages when
they follow an external review body
would strike an appropriate balance.

Madam Speaker, passage of real pa-
tient protection legislation is going to
require a lot of hard work, dedication,
and some compromise. My new bill rep-
resents an effort to break through this
partisan gridlock and move this issue
forward.

I hope to work with all my colleagues
to help break the logjam keeping pa-
tient protection legislation from be-
coming law. This issue is vitally impor-
tant to families across this country.

To my fellow legislators, please do
not let the insurers define ‘‘medically
necessary’’ or someday my colleagues
or a family member or a friend will
find themselves defined out of a treat-
ment that is a clinical standard of care
that could save their life or the life of
somebody else.

RACISM, DEADLY DIFFERENCES
AND DIVERSITY PROBLEMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. OWENS)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Madam Speaker, I
would like to address a number of
issues that I think are very much re-
lated to the problem of racism, of dead-
ly differences, and diversity problems
that have broken out all over the world
and we are part of trying to resolve.

A lot of them occur right here at
home. In my own city of New York, a
poll was taken that showed, and the
New York Times announced today,
that one-fourth of all New Yorkers,
white and black New Yorkers, believe
that the police of New York City be-
have quite differently with people of
color, with minority groups, African
Americans, Hispanics, and Asians, they
behave quite differently with them
than they do with whites. Whites as
well as blacks have come to this con-
clusion. One-fourth of all the citizens
of New York believe that this is the
case.

So we have a serious problem right at
home with a very crucial body of peo-
ple, the police, who are so vital to the
law and order of the city for everybody,
everybody’s protection.

Then we have far-ranging problems
like those that are taking place in
Kosovo and Yugoslavia where this gov-
ernment is spending large amounts of
money, we have spent about $9 billion,
to try to work through situations in
Yugoslavia which evolve out of racial
and ethnic and religious differences.
Whereas I was all in favor, of course, of
extending the resources of this country
into that situation, I think that the
Yugoslavia situation is totally out of
hand. And $9 billion, more than $9 bil-
lion is enough to invest.

Our Nation is an indispensable Na-
tion available, and I think that is im-
portant to help with trouble spots any-
where in the world. But we should not
let ourselves get sucked into any trou-
ble spot for so long that it absorbs an
inordinate amount of resources and
takes away the possibility of helping
with other problems.

I think it was right that we went into
Haiti to help liberate Haiti from people
who had taken over from a duly elected
democratic government. I think it was
important that we went into Somalia.
I think it is important that the Presi-
dent has shown great concern, and
there are some resources now deployed
in Rwanda. All of these situations,
Rwanda, Somalia, Kosovo, Serbia, Bos-
nia, Northern Ireland. Our President
did not dispense large amounts of mili-
tary aid in Northern Ireland, but his
own personal commitment there and
the use of American diplomatic skills
have helped to abate that situation.

But all over the country, all over the
world, we have these conflicts based on
differences and diversity. They are
probably going to go on for a long, long
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time. We have to learn how to live with
them and to try to abate them and try
to lessen them. Hopefully over the long
period, decades and centuries, we can
eliminate some of them.

First we have to understand how dif-
ficult it is and how deeply entrenched
it is and how it is important that gov-
ernmental resources be invested in the
effort to lessen the amount of racism,
hate crimes, ethnic rivalries that exist
and might explode at any moment. It is
important.

It is important that we understand
the need to deal, first of all, with those
that are closest to us. One of the clos-
est conflicts and ongoing problems in
America is racism related to the long
history of African Americans who were
held in slavery for 232 years.

We do not like to think that 232
years of slavery had any consequences
or that there is anything special about
this particular group and their rela-
tionship with the rest of the Ameri-
cans, just as we do not like to think
there is any special relationship be-
tween the Native Americans and the
rest of the American people, that there
should be any special consideration.

But surely there ought to be some
special consideration about the rela-
tionship between the descendents of
the Native Americans and the rest of
the Americans in view of the fact that
history was quite brutal with respect
to the Native Americans.

History was quite brutal with respect
to African Americans who are a group
of people in this country, in this hemi-
sphere, only because they were trans-
ported to this hemisphere against their
will.

So I want to talk about all of these
things. In the news today, there was
also an account of a new effort to try
to fight slavery in the Sudan and slav-
ery in Mauritania. We have some
groups that are American based that
are actually raising money to buy
slaves from the Sudanese.

The Sudanese are practicing slavery
in a very cruel and inhuman way even
to this day. They say it is all part of
the Civil War. Only the women and
children of the enemy are captured,
and they have a right to take them and
use them for bounty and whatever.
Whatever the reason given, it is still
slavery.

In 1999, in Sudan, which is a country
of people who are of dark hue, one
might say black, a lot of black people,
whatever range of color they may have,
there is slavery.

There is slavery in Mauritania. Arabs
and people of an Arab descent and Afri-
can descent, all in Mauritania. But in
Mauritania, there are some black peo-
ple who are still enslaved in 1999.

I thought that was interesting that
that appeared on the news today. At
the same time I heard on the news this
morning, and I listen usually to Na-
tional Public Radio, and there was
some bad news about Northern Ireland.
A civil rights lawyer in Northern Ire-
land, Catholic civil rights activist law-

yer was assassinated with a fire bomb.
A fire bomb blew up her car.

So we have reminders of many kinds
of how these ethnic tensions, religion.
In the case of Ireland, it is religion
that has divided people. It is very in-
teresting how human beings seem to
look for reasons for conflict. They
want to accentuate differences. So we
have people who are ethnically pretty
much the same, racially the same in
Northern Ireland, but the religious dif-
ferences have set off a long time feud
which is quite violent and bloody.

In Somalia, we could not understand
what the problem was in Somalia.
They were all most of the same reli-
gion, same race. There were no deep
tribal divisions. They all spoke the
same language.

Yet, in Somalia, the human beings
there found ways to accentuate some
differences. That was generally based
on pure politics, people having power
ambitions in one area and organizing
their own gang; and over here, they
would organize another gang. There
were no tribes, but they created tribes
out of interests that were really power
interests.

Of course here is the crux of the prob-
lem. Most of the time, these ethnic
tensions, racial tensions and divisions
are accelerated and exacerbated by
people who do want power, demagogues
who exploit the situation for power
reasons.

We have 232 years of slavery in this
Nation because, for economic reasons,
which also are power reasons, for eco-
nomic reasons, it was beneficial to en-
slave a population and provide the free
labor from one end of the country to
the other. It was mostly in the south,
the plantations. There was a long-term
need for free labor and large amounts
of labor there.

But in New York, large amounts of
slaves were used to build the original
city. Slavery was just as cruel there as
it was anywhere else. The third largest
slave port of the country at one time
was a New York slave port. So all of
these things still have their long-term
fallout on history. It would do well for
us to pay more attention to history.

I applaud President Clinton and his
appointment of a commission on race
relations to at least stimulate a set of
discussions and dialogues among the
American people about the issue of
race and differences in relationships.

Some people say it got out of hand
and it was not very productive. It only
had a year’s life. For whatever the
problems were, it was still a positive,
constructive action. I hope the Presi-
dent will follow it up with further ac-
tion. But more importantly, here is an
area where I think foundations and
philanthropists could make a contribu-
tion.
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There are a lot of controversies that
are inevitably associated with any-
thing related to race relations. The
controversies could probably better be

handled by the philanthropic sector.
And the kind of controversies they are,
they are not so much current but
scholarly discussions and discussions of
positions and attitudes, and I think
they ought to be handled more with
foundations and other philanthropic
organizations financing those areas
than the government. But the govern-
ment should stimulate that discussion.
President Clinton started the discus-
sion, and I think we ought to, as a gov-
ernment, follow up on that.

I think that the resolution of the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TONY HALL),
that called for the government of
America to apologize for slavery, which
aroused so much controversy and ill
feeling across the country, I think that
is still a pertinent item of discussion. I
think it is a lightning rod that we
should really discuss.

Why should the American govern-
ment not apologize for slavery when we
are seeing the governments of Japan
and of Germany and various other gov-
ernments that exist now that were not
really there, the German government
was not there when Hitler was there,
but the present government has apolo-
gized in certain areas; as well as the
government of Japan has apologized to
the Korean women who were forced
into prostitution and to some others;
and other apologies are taking place.

The Swiss government just apolo-
gized and set up a fund to the victims
of greed the holocaust victims of greed,
where they put the money in Swiss
banks and the Swiss banks used var-
ious maneuvers to keep those people
from getting money.

So it is a discussion which carries
civilization forward, and a discussion
of an American apology for slavery
would do a great deal in that direction.

I think the South Africans set an ex-
ample for civilized nations of today
and the future that should not be ig-
nored. The Government of South Africa
today, the new Government of South
Africa today, that took over just 4
years ago, insisted that it would not
seek justice, it would seek reconcili-
ation. That was a very important and
unprecedented move by a national gov-
ernment.

Here is a government made up of a
new majority. The majority of the peo-
ple, about 40 million black Africans in
South Africa, had been oppressed for
many decades by the white South Afri-
cans. The black majority took over in
South Africa. The government was
made up of a government elected by
the people and most of the people in
power were black. Instead of seeking
justice, which would have resulted in
large numbers of trials, executions, and
a whole lot of revenge-seeking, the
South African government that took
power proclaimed that it wanted rec-
onciliation. And no matter how hor-
rible the crime was, no matter how
horrible the political crime was related
to the politics of the long years of op-
pression and the fight against apart-
heid, they would allow people to come
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forward and, if they would tell the
truth, they would offer amnesty to
those folks who told the truth.

More important than the individuals
who came forward and the testimonies
that took place and the whole unprece-
dented kind of activity that they devel-
oped, is the spirit that that sent out
throughout the whole country; that we
are not going to look at the past, we
are not going to live in the past to the
point where it becomes a noose around
the throat of the future and the
present. We are not going to seek jus-
tice to the point where it destroys the
possibility for reconciliation and
progress.

So reconciliation. And this was a new
idea to me, I never thought of it that
way before Nelson Mandela and the
Government of South Africa today put
it forward. Reconciliation is more im-
portant than justice. Reconciliation is
more important than justice.

We hammered home this same theme
when Jean Bertrand Aristide was re-
stored to his rightful place in Haiti.
The government of the United States
insisted that he also follow the same
policy. We made an official request
that the Aristide government not seek
justice but, instead, emphasize rec-
onciliation.

That whole approach, of course, is
being carried out in Bosnia and Serbia
and Croatia. We are paying billions for
that, too much in my opinion, but we
are leading the way to a process of rec-
onciliation, which will provide for
building for a future rather than jus-
tice.

I do not say justice is not important,
and I do not think human society can
exist unless we have forms of punish-
ment. People must be punished, and
there must be an understanding that
individuals will be held accountable for
crimes. I do not think anybody would
ever say that Hitler should have been
treated the way some of the leaders of
Haiti were treated.

The United States Government actu-
ally paid the rent, leased the homes of
the dictators in Haiti that they de-
posed. Cedras and the other two who
were at the top of the official terror ap-
paratus in Haiti were treated like
princes and helped to get out of the
place and given enough income to
maintain themselves for a long time.
They are still out there alive, and may
come back. That is a danger. Instead of
justice, it was important that they be
moved from the scene peacefully in
order to facilitate reconciliation.

Now, I do not think the Nuremberg
trials were wrong, I do not think the
trials of the Japanese perpetrators of
massive violence in Asia, the people
who attacked Pearl Harbor, I do not
think it was wrong to punish them.
That is going quite far. But it is some-
thing to consider, this whole reconcili-
ation process. And in the case of the
nations now that participate in rec-
onciliation, we are seeing a more posi-
tive result as a result of reconciliation
being placed above justice.

But the South Africans in the process
of seeking reconciliation felt it was
very important to have truth. Truth
was a very important part of establish-
ing reconciliation. I think in America
we have missed that point with respect
to race relations, and certainly rela-
tionships between the Native Ameri-
cans and the rest of the American pop-
ulation, and certainly with relation-
ship between the African Americans
and the rest of the American popu-
lation.

We have never admitted, as a govern-
ment, that great crimes were done to
the African Americans who were
enslaved, and that the consequences of
232 years of slavery need to be studied.
The truth needs to be laid out, and we
need to take steps to combat some of
those consequences.

A very interesting individual specific
development is taking place which I
think we ought to focus on as part of
the way to get more truth thrown on
the whole phenomenon of American
slavery. There is a controversy which
is made for America because it is very
individual, it is very personal, and it
involves a love story. It is the story of
Thomas Jefferson and Sally Hemings.

Sally Hemings was a slave at Monti-
cello under Thomas Jefferson. For
many, many years there has been a
controversy about whether or not there
was a relationship between Sally
Hemings and Thomas Jefferson which
produced some children, four or five
children. The controversy is not about
whether Thomas Jefferson might have
had sex with Sally Hemings. Many
slave owners had sex with their slaves,
and there are millions of mulattos that
resulted from those unions to provide
concrete evidence that many slave
owners had sexual relationships with
their slaves. The problem with Jeffer-
son is that it appears that he had a
long-term relationship with Sally
Hemings, that he treated her as if she
was his common law wife.

For 38 years, Sally Hemings was on
the scene, starting from the time that
she went to Paris as a nurse and maid
for Jefferson’s youngest daughter, to
the time that Jefferson died. She was
there all the time. She was there in
Paris. She could have gone free; stayed
in Paris and been a free person. She did
not. She came back to Monticello. She
was in Monticello during the whole
time that Jefferson was President. And
when he left the Presidency, she re-
mained at Monticello, and she was
there when he died.

There was a big public scandal relat-
ed to the relationship between Sally
Hemings and Thomas Jefferson. A man
named Callendar, who had been a so-
called friend of Jefferson, Jefferson had
gotten him out of prison when John
Adams, with his alien and sedition laws
put large numbers of people in prison
who were accused of treason on the
basis of what they wrote and the criti-
cisms they made of the government,
Callendar was imprisoned. And, of
course, Jefferson was against the alien

and sedition laws and against the fed-
eralist dictatorship that was being gen-
erated.

Once Jefferson was elected as Presi-
dent, Callendar was set free. Callendar
had written articles and done some
things with Jefferson’s party and Jef-
ferson, and Callendar wanted to be-
come a postmaster. When Jefferson
would not make him a postmaster,
Callendar turned on Jefferson and went
to Monticello and got all the gossip to-
gether, and he was the one who accused
Jefferson of having a mistress with
children at Monticello.

It became a big public scandal. It was
in newspapers from one part of the
country to the other. Jefferson was
ridiculed. John Quincy Adams wrote a
ballad making fun of him, et cetera, et
cetera. Jefferson never admitted any-
thing, of course. He never even com-
mented. But the relationship was not
ended. Sally Hemings was not sent
away from Monticello. She remained
there. She remained there during his
Presidency, and then after he went
back, she remained there, and until his
death, as I have just said several times.
So Sally Hemings and Thomas Jeffer-
son, the questions remained.

A historian recently, not so recently,
about 15 years ago, documented the
fact that Jefferson was at Monticello
every time that Sally Hemings con-
ceived children. The period before the
birth of her children, he was at Monti-
cello at all those times. They had other
various things that they documented
in his notations in his farm books, et
cetera, which indicated that Sally
Hemings was very much a presence at
Monticello.

There are certain letters, of course,
and other kinds of things that are
missing from Jefferson’s numerous
writings that were also timed at a time
when he had some kind of important
relationship that might have had a
record of some kind of relationship
with Sally Hemings. Many of those let-
ters are missing. No documentation.

Sally Hemings is erased from history.
We do not have any photographs of her
or any descriptions of her, except the
one or two from her son and from a
man who had been a slave at Monti-
cello, Isaac Jefferson.

So I will talk about the controversy
that has now mounted to the point
where so much documentation existed
which confirmed the fact that there
was a relationship between Jefferson
and Hemings that a DNA test was de-
veloped. A scientist who happened to
be residing at Monticello carefully put
together a DNA test. He secretly got
permission from Jefferson offspring,
known offspring of the Jefferson fam-
ily, and he got permission and DNA
from the offspring of Sally Hemings.
And after putting it through a very rig-
orous set of tests, the confirmation is
that it is very probable. The DNA tests
bear out the other kinds of documenta-
tion that Jefferson was the father of
Sally Hemings’ youngest child and,
therefore, it makes all of the other evi-
dence more credible.
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I am going to quote from an article

that I wrote on this whole matter, and
I think I will save some time and make
the point that I am trying to make to-
night better if I read from this article.
It is entitled ‘‘Kingpins for Truth and
Reconciliation, Thomas and Sally’’.

‘‘DNA evidence confirming Jeffer-
son’s relationship with Sally Hemings
could open the door for a more pro-
found dialogue on slavery and race re-
lations.’’

If that strikes my colleagues as
strange, let me read it again. ‘‘DNA
evidence confirming Jefferson’s rela-
tionship with Sally Hemings could
open the door for a more profound dia-
logue on slavery and race relations’’.

This portion of slavery that has
never been discussed fully is related to
the fact that there were intimate rela-
tions between the races. From a power
point of view, it usually was the slave
owners and the overseers and the peo-
ple who had privileges and power who
interacted with the female slaves. But
out of that is a set of truths that come
concerning myths about inferiority,
myths about abilities to coexist, a
number of things which not only are
documented and reinforced by the new
evidence of Jefferson’s relationship
with Sally Hemings, but there have
been several books written lately
which I think also fall into this same
pattern.

I am going to read first from my arti-
cle to make things shorter.
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I will read some excerpts from it.
‘‘Only a few months after the release of
the report of the Advisory Board of the
President’s Initiative on Race, and
that report is entitled ‘One America In
The 21st Century: Forging a New Fu-
ture,’ a scientific report has confirmed
the likelihood that President Thomas
Jefferson was the father of the children
of his slave and long-time companion,
Sally Hemings. These two events can
be constructively related.’’

Let me repeat. ‘‘Only a few months
after the release of the report of the
Advisory Board of the President’s Ini-
tiative on Race, and the report is enti-
tled ‘One America In The 21st Century,
Forging a New Future,’ a scientific re-
port has confirmed the likelihood that
President Thomas Jefferson was the fa-
ther of the children of his slave and
long-time companion Sally Hemings.
These two events can be constructively
related.’’

And again, I want to point out that
two new books have come out which
talk about slave owners and their chil-
dren by slaves. And I read only the re-
view of this. I have not had a chance to
read the book. The review appeared in
the Washington Post. It is called ‘‘The
Hairstons, an American Family in
Black and White,’’ published by St.
Martin’s Press. And it talks about a
family where slaves and slave owners
and the personnel of the plantations
were intermixed, and it singles out one
tragic story of one slave owner who de-

cided that he loved his slave wife, com-
mon-law wife. Some would call it a
mistress or concubine. I do not think
he thought of it that way. He loved her
so much that he willed her daughter a
large part of his property. And there
was a big fight to take that property
away, which succeeded of course, and
she was left in slavery. But a very con-
crete tragedy there.

Another book that recently came out
is called ‘‘Slaves in the Family.’’ The
author of that one is Edward Ball.
‘‘Slaves in the Family’’ by Edward Ball
goes back and deals with a South Caro-
lina based huge plantation and a large
family over several generations and he
shows how the intermarriage and the
mixtures came down to the present.

I think it is important, another book
that also talks about this in more gen-
eral terms and had the advantage of
being part of a public television series
is ‘‘Africans in America.’’ ‘‘Africans in
America’’ brings out some very inter-
esting facts that are little known
about slavery and the freed men and
the whole relationship with the general
population, etcetera.

So returning to my article, ‘‘The new
discussions of the life, philosophy, and
politics of Thomas Jefferson might do
more to facilitate an honest assess-
ment of black-white relations in Amer-
ica than the report which is laden with
facts.’’

The report is the ‘‘One America in
the 21st Century’’ that was put out by
the Initiative On Race. I thought it
was an interesting report. But, as my
colleagues can see from my remarks
here, I do not think it went nearly far
enough. But if we took the report to-
gether with the new facts, together
these two developments could greatly
enhance our understanding of an ex-
tremely complex phenomena.

‘‘The weakness of the report of the
President’s Advisory Board is that it is
thorough about obvious kinds of things
that we all know about but it lacks the
vital ingredient of profundity. The re-
port is competent, respectful, universal
in its coverage, balanced, and not at all
an embarrassment to the White House.
However, when the depth of the delib-
erations of that report are measured
against the complexity of the mission
and the intensity of the challenge, the
appropriate grade for this noble but
feeble effort would be B- or C+. Our na-
tional dialogue would be greatly bene-
fited by the establishment of several
adequately financed commissions on
group relations.

‘‘Native Americans certainly deserve
their own separate historical docu-
mentation and analysis. African-Amer-
icans require no less than an objective
statement of history, a thorough and
comprehensive study as a basis for the
unraveling of the many complexities of
our present interaction with main-
stream society.

‘‘Contrary to the beliefs of many Af-
rican-Americans, as well as others, cur-
rent policy-making would be greatly
enhanced by a world-class study of

American slavery and the thwarted re-
construction effort that followed the
Emancipation Proclamation and the
13th, 14th and 15th Amendments. Such
a study would be useful if it is done in
the spirit of truth and reconciliation.

‘‘The noble embryo that the Presi-
dent’s Initiative has planted should be
allowed to sprout and grow. Using the
bully pulpit of the White House, the
President should call on private foun-
dations to finance such a world-class
project and he should recommend that
the world’s top scholars and thinkers,
including Nobel Prize winners, be re-
cruited to provide research and edi-
torial guidance for such a study.

‘‘One of the first items that should be
placed on the research and analysis
agenda is a controversial question of
the relationship between Thomas Jef-
ferson and Sally Hemings. It would be
a human interest case study offering
great illuminations for American his-
tory. It could also be an educational
landmark love story that captures the
attention of a mass audience and forces
them to confront the institution of
slavery in all of its dimensions.

‘‘The scientific validation of Jeffer-
son’s paternity with respect to
Hemings’ children is a historical block-
buster. DNA evidence has exposed the
fact that respected academicians and
historians have promulgated or toler-
ated a dangerous and suffocating denial
of certain self-evident truths about
American slavery. This same distortion
process applies to too much of Amer-
ican history as it relates to slavery,
the Civil War and reconstruction.

‘‘Unlike the very civilized behavior
of the new rulers of South Africa, the
United States has never had a truth
and reconciliation commission. As part
of a larger effort, the story of Thomas
Jefferson and Sally Hemings could pro-
vide a potent spark to generate a bon-
fire of new revelations which will in-
crease the possibility of long-term, im-
proved black-white reconciliation.’’

Most people would say that they do
not see how any probing of such a rela-
tionship could lead to anything but
more controversy, more hostility, and
more antagonism between the races,
starting with the numerous African-
Americans who want to throw Thomas
Jefferson down from his throne because
now it has been confirmed that he took
advantage of a slave woman. Well, I do
not think the evidence confirms any-
thing of the nature.

Slave owners were in a position to
take advantage of all their slaves. That
is true. But the evidence with respect
to Thomas Jefferson is that this par-
ticular woman he cared a great deal
for. He maintained her near him in
Monticello, in the mansion, for 38 years
despite a scandal that normally would
lead a politician to distance himself
from such a person.

‘‘The story of Thomas and Sally may
be summarized as follows: While Jeffer-
son was serving as the American am-
bassador in Paris, Sally Hemings ar-
rived as a maid for his younger daugh-
ter who sailed from Virginia to join her
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father. Jefferson seduced her, and the
pregnant Sally returned to America
only after he promised that all of her
children would be set free. Under
French law, she could have remained a
free person in France.

‘‘During the first year of his presi-
dency, a journalist exposed the fact
that Jefferson had a ‘slave mistress’
who was the mother of his children.
The third president of the United
States refused to answer this charge.
He also never removed Sally Hemings
from Monticello. They were together
for 38 years at Monticello until Jeffer-
son died.

‘‘Three of their children were allowed
to ‘run.’ ’’ Jefferson noted in his farm
books and his accounts that whenever
one of the Hemings children left the
plantation they really were set free
with his consent, he would just note in
his book that they were allowed to run.
Because to set them free required cer-
tain kinds of filing of papers; and in
Virginia, once you were set free, you
had a limited amount of time to get
out of the State. There were complica-
tions. So they were just allowed to run
and the notations were made.

Nevertheless, these same children
who were allowed to run always ended
up in urban settings where they got
new footing and it was assumed that
Jefferson, and his friends had helped to
establish his children in those new set-
tings to enable them to thrive. Two of
the children were set free in Jefferson’s
will.

‘‘With the DNA testing confirming
Jefferson paternity, the journey so
competently and eloquently begun by
Fawn Brodie with her best selling book
entitled ‘‘Thomas Jefferson: An Inti-
mate History’’ has now reached its
peak.’’

That is more than 15 years ago that
Fawn Brodie, who was a professor at
one of California universities, wrote a
book called ‘‘Thomas Jefferson: An In-
timate History.’’ The book was de-
nounced by the Regional Daughters of
Virginia, and a number of other histor-
ical groups denounced Fawn Brodie.
But her set of facts, her documenta-
tion, was used to set in motion a proc-
ess that has continued to today. And fi-
nally we have the DNA testing.

‘‘Despite vicious criticisms from the
establishment historians still prolong-
ing the Confederate view of American
history, Brodie’s scholarship propelled
the search for truth forward. While the
relationship between Jefferson and
Hemings was not her primary pre-
occupation, Brodie provided this story
with a rightful proportion of the
space,’’ and she integrated the story of
Sally Hemings with the rest of her nar-
rative.

‘‘Brodie’s thorough account of Jeffer-
son as a failing businessman on the
brink of bankruptcy alongside the doc-
umentation of the continuous presen-
tation of Sally Hemings may both raise
and answer an obvious question: Why
didn’t Jefferson marry a wealthy
widow or a daughter of a wealthy per-

son to end his financial woes?’’ I re-
peat. ‘‘Brodie’s thorough account of
Jefferson as a failing businessman on
the brink of bankruptcy alongside the
documentation of the continuous pres-
ence of Sally Hemings may both raise
and answer an obvious question: Why
didn’t Jefferson matter a wealthy
widow or the daughter of a wealthy
person to end his financial woes?

‘‘With an eye more focused, and oper-
ating from a courtroom point of view,
a more recent book by Annette Gor-
don-Bennett updates the work of
Brodie, and with her remarkable pres-
entation of the evidence, has stimu-
lated the more recent debates which
has helped produce the DNA testing.
Now all sides must respond to the sci-
entific evidence. In her book, ‘Thomas
Jefferson and Sally Hemings: An Amer-
ican Controversy,’ Gordon-Bennett
goes on to indict the establishment his-
torians for their gross neglect of vital
records.

‘‘Barbara Chase-Riboud in the novel
entitled ‘Sally Hemings,’ ’’ which was
written based on facts related in Fawn
Brodie’s nonfiction work, the novel by
Barbara Chase-Riboud ‘‘offers a unique-
ly constructed and very ambitious fic-
tional account to interpret the rela-
tionship between Thomas Jefferson and
Sally Hemings. Her point of view re-
peatedly emerges crystal clear
throughout the novel. Although her
writing is often laborious and strained,
she sometimes reaches dramatic
heights in her depictions of emotions of
her imagined victims of Jefferson’s pa-
triarchal and slave-owning powers.
Chase-Riboud is able fictionally to oc-
cupy the bodies not souls of Sally and
her children, and from within them she
confronts what she imagines to be the
cold blue insensitive eyes of the master
of Monticello.’’

Chase-Riboud depicts Jefferson as a
patronizing anti-woman, cruel oppres-
sor.

‘‘From this novelist, Jefferson is a
white, southern aristocrat trapped
within the personality parameters of
his class and his time.’’ That is her
point of view. ‘‘He is also a male chau-
vinist pig who raped and ruined a
young slave girl who is left with no al-
ternative except to ‘love him to death.’

‘‘Chase-Riboud forces Sally to be-
come a drug to afflict the addict Jeffer-
son til death parts them. The merits of
Jefferson’s public achievements and
historic accomplishments can never
offset his intimate behavior flaws in
the opinion of Barbara Chase-Riboud,’’
who is a female story teller of African
descent.
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Each day since the new DNA discov-
ery, I read or hear the same kind of in-
tense condemnations of Jefferson, al-
though they are usually more blunt
and crude and they lack the redeeming
eloquence of Barbara Chase-Riboud.

I hear them from African-American
females who want to dismiss Jefferson
and forget about the fact that Jeffer-

son was a precursor to Lincoln and the
whole idealistic bold advance of Jeffer-
son made it possible to create an Amer-
ica which would later emancipate its
slaves.

I am compelled personally to register
intense disagreement with Chase-
Riboud and all those others who want
to knock Jefferson off his pedestal for
that reason. There are people on the
other side, the conservatives and the
Confederates, who want to dismiss Jef-
ferson now because, if he did have a se-
rious relationship with a slave, then he
does not deserve to remain in their
pantheon. But let me deal with those
who are African American who refuse
to accept Jefferson for what he really
is and what he did contribute both to
America and to the emancipation of
the slaves.

Any interpretation of the Thomas
Jefferson and Sally Hemings relation-
ship that discounts or trivializes Jef-
ferson as an idealist, a visionary, an in-
tellectual, a pragmatic statesman and
a crafty Machiavellian politician is not
acceptable in my view. He was an ideal-
ist and his ideals are still very impor-
tant to what happened, the sequence of
events that took place in America,
even those that led to the Emanci-
pation Proclamation. The fact that
such a giant as Thomas Jefferson chose
to keep Sally Hemings at his side for 38
years opens the door to a myriad of
magnificent questions: Does the length
of the relationship despite the incon-
venience caused by public exposure and
scandal clearly show that it was not a
lust but a love relationship? If he did
not ‘‘love’’ Sally Hemings, then why
did he not just keep her as a concubine
while he married a woman of wealth to
solve his ever present financial prob-
lems? Would a confirmation of his deep
love for Sally Hemings not also clarify
a number of the other riddles and con-
tradictions which are related to this
so-called ‘‘sphinx’’? The last great book
on Jefferson was called ‘‘The Sphinx.’’

The same youthful Jefferson who
wrote the Declaration of Independence,
with an original draft that condemned
slavery, also set forth a racist platform
in the book called ‘‘Notes on the State
of Virginia.’’ I repeat. The same youth-
ful Jefferson who wrote the Declara-
tion of Independence, with an original
draft that condemned slavery, also set
forth a racist platform in ‘‘Notes on
the State of Virginia.’’ As a young Con-
gressman, however, Jefferson led the
fight to stop the spread of slavery into
the new States. He led the fight to stop
the spread of slavery, and he lost that
by one vote, by the way. He lost that
bill by one vote. He stated that slaves
had a limited capacity for learning.
Nevertheless, Jefferson urged at one
time that slaves should be educated
and then set free. In the oppressive so-
cial and political environment of Vir-
ginia, why did Jefferson speak out of
both sides of his mouth? Why were
there contradictions? Why did Jeffer-
son not just settle down comfortably as
a pure acknowledged slave owner and
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racist? In his philosophical restlessness
and his discontent with his own public
positions, one can find the wellsprings
of Jefferson’s greatness. The politician
in his pronouncements surrendered to
his peers while privately he subscribed
to greater truths. His love for Sally
was probably a constant internal irri-
tant. This lifelong reverence for his
chambermaid is also a vital and legiti-
mate clue to what he personally be-
lieved with respect to the equality of
the races.

I said that Jefferson was an idealist,
he was a visionary, he was an intellec-
tual, but he was also a pragmatic
statesman and a crafty Machiavellian
politician. Jefferson founded the first
political party in America. Jefferson
united with a guy called Aaron Burr
who most people did not trust to form
the first political party in America.
Aaron Burr, true to his reputation,
later betrayed Jefferson, but that was
necessary to get an opposition party
going to the Federalists. Jefferson pre-
tended he was not interested in being
elected President, while he was plot-
ting all the time to become President
and successfully managed to become
President. Jefferson was a politician,
and I do not find the fact that he made
contradictory statements to be a great
puzzle. He is not a sphinx to me. Politi-
cians do make contradictory state-
ments all the time. Unfortunately that
happens and we say it is in order to
achieve some more noble goal that we
distort the truth or we do not tell what
we really think. But Jefferson was not
only a politician, he was a southern
politician. He was rooted in the planta-
tion culture of Virginia. Consider all
that and consider the fact that he still
led the fight on the floor of the House
of Representatives to stop the spread of
slavery into the other States.

In the Virginia environment where
slavery escalated downward into an
ever more savage and criminal institu-
tion, did Jefferson’s attachment to
Sally and her children keep the embers
of his antislavery sentiments burning?
If there was some way that we could
miraculously recover the missing let-
ters of Jefferson, would we find correc-
tions of his most racist utterings?
Would we find apologies to Sally
Hemings? Would we find expressions of
his great love for Sally in his own in-
sightful words?

Jefferson, while he was President,
also later narrowly fought for and nar-
rowly passed the legislation which
ended the importation of slaves into
the country. That was very difficult. It
took his son-in-law, Randolph. His son-
in-law Randolph had to help him a
great deal to pass that legislation. It is
probable that the recent DNA clarifica-
tion will generate more than new
scholarly debates among academicians.
More fictional interpretations in po-
etry and novels and drama are inevi-
table in the quest to fill in the gaps of
a tale that is about both love and
power. I think that the accounts of
Thomas Jefferson and Sally Hemings,

the story of Thomas Jefferson and
Sally Hemings, the history of Thomas
Jefferson and Sally Hemings is now at
the point where it is a bit of a legend
and it will take on all the trappings of
a legend, and Barbara Chase-Riboud’s
novel will not be the last novel. There
will be many novels, there will be
many plays, there will be other kinds
of things done in connection with this
love story which also tells a whole lot
about power in America and about the
idealism and the kind of people who
helped to make this Nation great, the
kind of person who helped to twist
events in a way which led the way, es-
tablished the prerequisite for what
later happened with Lincoln and the
Emancipation Proclamation.

As much as he was the author of the
Declaration of Independence, the third
President of the United States and the
purchaser of the Louisiana Territory,
Thomas Jefferson was also the con-
cerned father of several children of Af-
rican descent. With unfortunate limita-
tions and restraints, the evidence is
that Jefferson loved his common-law
wife and his children. He was not a
brilliant, cold-blooded beast. The hy-
pocrisy he felt compelled to perpetrate
certainly created a personal life
wracked with intense conflicts.

Jefferson’s public statements on race
and slavery often stand in opposition
to his private passion and compassion.
However, when his intimate relation-
ship with Sally is affixed to selected
public actions, it is clear that he con-
sciously made a vital contribution to
the abolition of slavery. There are
many who contend that without Jeffer-
son, there could never have been an
emancipating Abraham Lincoln. Con-
gressman Jefferson attempted to halt
the expansion of slavery into new
States and failed by one vote in the
House of Representatives. As President
he narrowly won a victory for a law
that finally ended the legal importa-
tion of slaves. It is also important to
note that Jefferson’s advocacy for the
rights of the common white man had to
take roots before Lincoln could fight
the war that freed the slaves. Let me
repeat. It is also important to note
that Jefferson’s advocacy for the rights
of the common white man had to take
roots before Lincoln could fight the
war that freed the slaves.

Jefferson was quoted by the slave
mongers as well as by the abolitionists
as they made their cases during his
time, or shortly after his death and up
to the Civil War, into the Civil War.
Both sides claimed Jefferson. Until
today he is still cited by racists as well
as progressives. The new DNA clarifica-
tion of his paternity of Sally Hemings’
children may finally end this ideologi-
cal tug of war. In a superficial re-
sponse, the races may jettison the man
who treated the slave mother of his
children as if she were his common-law
wife.

A more profound response from pro-
gressives in general and African Ameri-
cans specifically would be a new cele-

bration of Jefferson as the prerequisite
to Lincoln. It is an historical fact that
one of Jefferson’s proteges, Edward
Coles, took his slaves from Virginia to
Illinois where he gave them their free-
dom and acres of land. Edward Coles
later became governor of Illinois, he
defeated a referendum seeking to make
Illinois a slave State, and he was an ac-
tive politician in Illinois at the time of
Lincoln’s election and at the time of
the Civil War. More than mere words
and ideas connected Thomas Jefferson
to Abraham Lincoln.

Celebrations of the new Jefferson dis-
coveries and expressions of gratitude to
the science of genetics which produced
DNA testing I think are very much in
order. What the historians and the re-
searchers of several generations re-
fused to examine objectively has now
been determined to be almost certainly
true. The white male southern acad-
emicians who have dominated the in-
terpretation of pre and post Civil War
history have now been thoroughly dis-
credited. Their refusal to accept over-
whelming evidence with respect to Jef-
ferson, of necessity, raises serious
questions about the integrity of the
rest of their scholarship.

Some obvious indictments of these
proponents of the Confederate view of
history are now in order. The establish-
ment historians are guilty of ignoring
the record of widespread miscegenation
fostered by white men and its implica-
tions. Mainstream scholars have re-
fused to offer any meaningful expo-
sitions of the ‘‘breeding farm’’ indus-
try, for example. On the other hand,
post-Civil War terrorism and violence
by the defeated rebels has been glori-
fied. ‘‘The Birth of a Nation’’ movie
was an interpretation that has never
been answered by academicians with a
true and thorough story of the terror-
ism, the murder and the mayhem
which returned the blacks of the South
to a state of semi-slavery. I am talking
about what a Truth and Reconciliation
Commission could have accomplished.
Instead of a Truth and Reconciliation
Commission, we had John Wilkes
Booth. We had Booth assassinating
Lincoln. We had Andrew Johnson, who
took over at that point, the last thing
he wanted was truth, and as a result we
had a downward slide back into the era
when terror, murder and mayhem for
the blacks in the South returned, and
it took us another 100, or more than 100
years to get back to restoring the civil
rights of the African-American popu-
lation, certainly of the South.

If we had some truth, if we had some
honest historians to shed some light
along the way on some of these things,
we might have made different kinds of
public policy decisions and, of course,
the reason I am here today is because
there is a definite connection. Our
present race problems, our present seri-
ous race problems as far as African
Americans are concerned are rooted in
232 years of slavery. There are still peo-
ple who make speeches about African
Americans being inferior, African
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Americans are prone to criminal ac-
tivities, African Americans are gen-
erally not as well off as other people.
Even immigrants who came to this
country much later than the African
Americans have accumulated more
wealth. There are answers to all of
these assertions, to all of these
misstatements of fact. There are an-
swers, but unless you have a concerted,
systematic pursuit of truth, you are
never going to be able to establish the
answers which will allow us to have
meaningful public policymaking.

In summary, the recent kingpin dis-
covery which confirms the common-
law marriage relationship between
Thomas Jefferson and Sally Hemings
has generated new demands for more
historical truth to support current rec-
onciliation between whites and African
Americans. I am saying that the recent
kingpin discovery which confirms the
common-law marriage relationship be-
tween Thomas Jefferson and Sally
Hemings has generated new demands
for more historical truth to support
current reconciliation between whites
and African Americans.
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Madam Speaker, I believe that the
truth can support reconciliation. I do
not think the truth has to be a genera-
tor of more hostility and ill will.

Since there was no Truth In Rec-
onciliation Commission established fol-
lowing the Civil War, it would be wise
to currently create a substitute
project. That has come as close as we
can to a Truth In Reconciliation Com-
mission. We did not have the advantage
of the South African Nation has when
it tried to get rid of a large part of the
baggage and the garbage related to ra-
cial oppression, the victimization, the
response to the victimization, the peo-
ple seeking revenge. All kinds of poison
existed that the South African govern-
ment is trying to get rid of by estab-
lishing a Truth In Reconciliation Com-
mission. We had no such commission
following the Civil War.

Instead of a comprehensive approach
similar to the Truth In Reconciliation
Commission and instead of a com-
prehensive approach, which was at-
tempted by the President’s Commis-
sion on Race, it is recommended that
smaller components of the overall
problem of U.S. race relations be ex-
plored separately. I recommend that
we have this kind of Nobel Prize guided
winner, guided truth-seeking group
who would write an objective history
for us of slavery. I would recommend
that it be explored in segments. An ob-
jective rewrite of the history of slavery
in America constitutes a productive be-
ginning. They may want to go back
and write the history of slavery for all
times. They may want to write the his-
tory of the exploitation and the de-
struction of the Indian Nations, the
Native Americans, on this continent.
They may want to get segments in
order to help tell the whole story. But
certainly the history of slavery in

America would constitute a productive
beginning, an objective history of what
it was all about. You know, what does
it mean to keep people for 232 years in
bondage, what was the cruelty, and the
abuse of children and the attempt to
obliterate the humanity of human
beings? What were the consequences of
that?

And as I said earlier, a consortium of
foundations could finance such a
sweeping study, and Nobel Prize win-
ning scholars throughout the world
could be recruited to supervise such a
study and to guarantee the objectivity
of such a study. In that demonstration
of extraordinary and original insight
into the dynamics of civilization devel-
opment and nation building the re-
cently formed government of South Af-
rica, the government of Nelson
Mandela, has pointed the way out of
contradictions, the way out of conflicts
and enmities which heretofore had
seemed to be inevitable. To avoid the
endless sufferings and social retarda-
tions inflicted by lies, guilt and pre-
occupations with revenge, nations
must labor vigorously. The process of
striving must be supported systemati-
cally and with adequate resources by
governments. Since America has not
yet matched the South Africans in
their recognition of the power of this
approach, let us imagine the ghost of
Thomas Jefferson and Sally Hemings
holding hands as they hover over us.
We must strive harder to acquire in-
sights from the emotion laden and so-
ciologically complex legend of Thomas
Jefferson and Sally Hemings.

Madam Speaker, let me close by say-
ing that I applaud and congratulate the
University of Virginia and the Thomas
Jefferson Memorial Foundation for a
conference which they held on the
weekend of March 5 which brought to-
gether 20 scholars from all over the Na-
tion to explore the meaning of the rela-
tionship of Thomas Jefferson and Sally
Hemings for American history, and
they intend to publish an entire series
of writings on this subject. The Univer-
sity of Virginia and the Thomas Jeffer-
son Memorial Foundation are moving
in the right direction to take an objec-
tive fact of history and use that fact of
history for a very positive purpose. If it
helps America to seek reconciliation
among the races, then it will have
made a great contribution.

Madam Speaker, before we can have
reconciliation, we need to have truth,
and the truth of the relationship be-
tween Thomas Jefferson and Sally
Hemings is a magnificent truth that
should be thoroughly examined.

The article referred to follows:
KINGPINS FOR TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION:

THOMAS AND SALLY

DNA EVIDENCE CONFIRMING JEFFERSON’S RELA-
TIONSHIP WITH SALLY HEMINGS COULD OPEN
THE DOOR FOR A MORE PROFOUND DIALOGUE
ON SLAVERY AND RACE RELATIONS

Only a few months after the release of the
report of the Advisory Board of the Presi-
dent’s Initiative on Race entitled One Amer-
ica In The 21st Century: Forging A New Fu-

ture, a scientific report has confirmed the
likelihood that President Thomas Jefferson
was the father of the children of his slave
and long-time companion, Sally Hemings.
These two events can be constructively re-
lated.

The new discussions of the life, philosophy
and politics of Thomas Jefferson might do
more to facilitate an honest assessment of
black-white relations in America than this
fact laden official report. Or reviewed to-
gether these two developments could greatly
enhance our understanding of an extremely
complex phenomenon. The weakness of the
report of the President’s Advisory Board is
that it is thorough about the obvious, but it
lacks the vital ingredient of profundity. The
report is competent, respectful, universal in
its coverage, balanced and not at all an em-
barrassment to the White House; however,
when the depth of the deliberations is meas-
ured against the complexity of the mission
and the intensity of the challenge, the appro-
priate grade for this noble but feeble effort
would be a B¥ or a C+.

Our national dialogue would be greatly
benefitted by the establishment of several
adequately funded Commissions on group re-
lations. Native Americans certainly deserve
their own separate historical documentation
and analysis. African Americans require no
less than an objective statement of history,
a thorough and comprehensive study, as the
basis for unraveling the many complexities
of our present interaction with mainstream
society. Contrary to the beliefs of many Afri-
can Americans as well as others, current pol-
icy making would be greatly enhanced by a
world class study of American slavery and
the thwarted reconstruction effort. Such a
study would be useful if it is done in the spir-
it of ‘‘truth and reconciliation’’. The noble
embryo that the President’s initiative has
planted should be allowed to sprout and
grow. Using the bully pulpit of the White
House the President should call on private
Foundations to finance such a world class
project, and he should recommend that the
world’s top scholars and thinkers, including
Nobel Prize winners, be recruited to provide
research and editorial guidance.

One of the first items that should be placed
on the research and analysis agenda is the
controversial question of the relationship be-
tween Thomas Jefferson and Sally Hemings.
It would be a human interest case study of-
fering great illuminations for American his-
tory. It could also be an educational land-
mark love story that captures the attention
of a mass audience and forces them to con-
front the institution of slavery in all of its
dimensions. The scientific validation of Jef-
ferson’s paternity with respect to the
Hemings children is a historical blockbuster.
DNA evidence has exposed the fact that re-
spected academicians and historians have
promulgated or tolerated a dangerous and
suffocating denial of certain self-evident
truths about American history.

This same distortion process applies to too
much of American history as it relates to
slavery, the civil war and reconstruction.
Unlike the very civilized behavior of the new
rulers of South Africa, the United States has
never had a Truth And Reconciliation Com-
mission. As part of a larger effort the story
of Thomas Jefferson and Sally Hemings
could provide a potent spark to generate a
bonfire of new revelations which will in-
crease the possibility of long-term improved
black-white reconciliation.

The story of Thomas and Sally may be
summarized as follows: While Jefferson was
serving as the American Ambassador in
Paris, Sally Hemings arrived as the maid for
his youngest daughter who sailed from Vir-
ginia to join her father. Jefferson seduced
her and the pregnant Sally returned to
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America only after she promised that all of
her children would be set free. Under French
law she could have remained as a free person
in France. During the fist year of his presi-
dency a journalist exposed the fact that Jef-
ferson had a slave mistress who was the
mother of his children. The third President
of the U.S. refused to answer this charge. He
also never removed Sally Hemings from
Monticello. They were together for 38 years
at Monticello until Jefferson died. Three of
their children were allowed to ‘‘run’’ and two
were set free in Jefferson’s will.

With the DNA test confirming Jefferson
paternity, the journey, so completely and
eloquently begun by Fawn M. Brodie with
her best selling Thomas Jefferson: An Inti-
mate History, has now reached its peak. De-
spite vicious criticisms from the establish-
ment historians still promulgating the Con-
federate view of American history, Brodie’s
scholarship propelled the search for truth
forward. While the relationship between Jef-
ferson and Hemings was not her primary pre-
occupation, she provided this story with a
rightful proportion of the space, and she in-
tegrated it with the rest of her narrative.
Brodie’s thorough account of Jefferson as a
failing business man on the brink of bank-
ruptcy alongside the documentation of the
continuous presence of Sally Hemings may
both raise and answer an obvious question:
Why didn’t Jefferson marry a wealthy widow
or daughter and end his financial woes?

With an eye more focused, and operating
from a court room point-of-view, Annette
Gordon-Bennett updates the work of Brodie,
and with her remarkable presentation of the
evidence, has stimulated the more recent de-
bates which have helped to produce the DNA
testing. Now all sides must respond to the
scientific evidence. In her book, Thomas Jef-
ferson and Sally Hemings: An American Con-
troversy, Gordon-Bennett goes on to indict
the establishment historians for their gross
neglect of vital records.

Barbara Chase Riboud in the novel, Sally
Hemings, offers a uniquely constructed and
very ambitious fictional attempt to inter-
pret the relationship between Thomas Jeffer-
son and Sally Hemings. Her point-of-view re-
peatedly emerges crystal clear throughout
the novel. Although her writing is often la-
borious and strained, she sometimes reaches
dramatic heights in her depictions of the
emotions of her imagined victims of Jeffer-
son’s partiarchal and slave owning powers.
Chase-Riboud is able to occupy the bodies
and souls of Sally and her children, from
within them she confronts what she imag-
ines to be the cold blue insensitive eyes of
the master of Monticello.

For this novelist Jefferson is a white,
Southern aristocrat trapped within the per-
sonality parameters of his class and his
time. He is also a male chauvinist pig who
raped and ruined a young slave girl who is
left with no alternative except to ‘‘love him
to death.’’ Chase-Riboud forces Sally to be-
come a drug to afflict the addict Jefferson til
death parts them. The merits of Jefferson’s
public achievements and historic accom-
plishments can never offset his intimate be-
havior flaws in the opinion of this female
storyteller of African descent. Each day
since the new DNA discovery I read or hear
such intense condemnations of Jefferson al-
though they are usually more blunt and
crude, and lack the redeeming eloquence of
Ms. Chase-Riboud.

This male writer of African descent is com-
pelled to register intense disagreement with
Chase-Riboud and any interpretation of the
Thomas and Sally relationship that dis-
counts or trivializes Jefferson as an idealist,
a visionary, an intellectual, a pragmatic
statesman and a crafty Machiavellian politi-
cian. The fact that such a giant chose to

keep Sally Hemings at his side for thirty
eight years opens the door to a myriad of
magnificent questions: Does the length of
the relationship, despite the inconvenience
caused by public exposure and scandal, clear-
ly show that it was not a lust, but a love re-
lationship? If he did not ‘‘love’’ Sally, then
why didn’t he just keep her as a concubine
while he married a woman of wealth to solve
his ever present financial problems? Would a
confirmation of his deep love for Sally not
clarify a number of other riddles and con-
tradictions related to this ‘‘Sphinx’’?

The same youthful Jefferson who wrote the
Declaration of Independence, with an origi-
nal draft that condemned slavery, also set
forth a racist platform in Notes On The
State of Virginia. As a young Congressman
he led the fight to stop the spread of slavery
into the new states. He stated that slaves
had a limited capacity for learning, never-
theless, he urged at one time that slaves
should be educated and then set free. In the
oppressive social and political environment
of Virginia why didn’t Jefferson just settle
down comfortably as a pure acknowledged
racist? In his philosophical restlessness and
his discontent with his own public positions
one can find the well springs of his great-
ness. The politician in his pronouncements
surrendered to his peers while privately he
subscribed to greater truths. His love for
Sally was probably a constant internal irri-
tant. This lifelong reverence for his chamber
maid is also a legitimate and vital clue to
what he personally believed with respect to
the equality of the races.

In the Virginia environment where slavery
escalated downward into an ever more sav-
age and criminal institution, did Jefferson’s
attachment to Sally and her children keep
the embers of his anti-slavery sentiments
burning? If there was some way that we
could miraculously recover the missing let-
ters of Jefferson would we find corrections of
his most racist utterings? Would we find
apologies to Sally Hemings? Would we find
expressions of his great love for Sally in his
own insightful words?

It is probable that the recent DNA clari-
fication will generate more than new schol-
arly debates among academicians. More fic-
tional interpretations in poetry, novels, and
drama are inevitable in the quest to fill in
the gaps of a tale that is about both love and
power. The long term fascination of this
writer with Jefferson and Hemings has in-
spired a play which is presently being consid-
ered for production and publication. All
quotes utilized below in this exposition are
taken from the manuscript of the play,
Thomas and Sally.

In Act I, Scene 9 of Thomas and Sally, Jef-
ferson recalls his initial seduction of Sally
following his wrenching breakup with Maria
Cosway in Paris:

Jefferson: Your mind is as splendid as your
beautiful face, Sally. Soon, you may become
my French teacher. But not today. In my
present condition your energy would be too
much for me.

Sally: I am so sorry that you have no time
to talk to me. When we sit and chat, for a
tiny while, you make me feel that it is
Christmas morning.

Jefferson: How interesting. You think of
Christmas when you talk to me. But always
when I see you it is the image of Easter that
rises in my mind. Always you remind me of
Spring with seeds bursting and flowers
blooming. I have been leaving early and I
have missed you. Tomorrow we will practice
French together again. But not now. Today I
am like a dog exhausted after chasing a bone
that finally had no meat on it. For some
women the ultimate excitement is to lead a
man through a maze, forever pulling him at
a faster pace until . . . Set the tea down

here, Sally, and leave me. I want to be
alone. . . .

Sally: Yes, Marse Tom, I will go. But you
look sick, sir. (Begins to walk slowly toward
the door while Jefferson lowers his head into
his hands again.)

Jefferson: Wait, Sally! (He suddenly raises
his head and calls after her.) Come and sit
for a minute. (Motions toward a chair near
him.) Just for a minute. It is so cold in here.

Sally: (Pushing into the chair.) Yes, Marse
Tom, I will sit with you.

Jefferson: It is cold and your eyes are like
two suns. Always they seem so bright and
full of heat.

Sally: No, Marse Tom, your eyes are
bright. I see the sun coming out of your eyes.

Jefferson: What you see in me is the reflec-
tion of your own eyes.

Sally: Slaves are not supposed to look into
the eyes of masters, but you always make
me look into your eyes, Marse Tom. I try
hard to turn away, but you make it so hard
for me not to look into your eyes. Please ex-
cuse me, sir. . . .

Jefferson: I did not mention Maria Cosway.
Aha! You have been spying on me, Sally. You
are a naughty child.

Sally: Please, Marse Tom, do not call me a
child. And I am sorry that I called the name
of the English woman. I do not spy on you.
But I do watch you. I watch everywhere you
go, whatever you do. I listen to everything
you say.

Jefferson: I am not angry, Sally. I called
you a spy in jest. I have seen you watching
me. And you have my permission to call the
name of the English woman. We have seen
the last of Maria Cosway. I will never follow
her through that mysterious maze again.

Sally: Maze? Is that the same as the lab-
yrinth thing, Marse Tom?

Jefferson: A maze, a labyrinth, a wolf-trap,
a deadly bear hug, a snare, quicksand in a
swamp. She was all of these crushed into
one.

Sally: She fiddled with your heart. She led
you around the mulberry bush. Maria
Cosway was a mean woman, Marse Tom.
Marse Tom! Your face is turning red like
fire! . . .

Jefferson: (Raising his head abruptly.)
Please, Sally, lay your hands on my head
again. Massage the back of my neck. Your
hands are so warm.

Sally: Yes, Marse Tom, I will rub your
head; I will rub your neck. Come back to life,
Marse Tom. Do not leave me!

Jefferson: (Abruptly standing and pushing
Sally down until he towers over her and
gazes down at her with a look of astonish-
ment.) Two suns are set in your eyes. And
those same eyes are filled with Virginia.
There is no limit to what your eyes can hold.
I see the world when it first came. I see the
world going on forever. It is all there with-
out embellishment, without ornaments. It’s
all there shining in your eyes. It shines even
through your tears. (Bends down to kiss her
head. She responds by throwing her arms
around his long legs.). . . .

At the end of a failed attempt to separate
him from Sally by banning her from the
Monticello mansion the two lovers are
united:

Scene thirteen: Sally joins Jefferson in the
bedroom. Jefferson is first alone. He has
placed a light in a small window above his
bed.

Jefferson: Come, sweet Sally, and bring me
peace. The force of my feeling gives me di-
rection. Let it be disease, affliction, addic-
tion; you are a habit I will pursue. No sur-
geon can cut me free of you. If I am blind
then I never want to see. If this is rape then
I declare that all husbands, with their wed-
ding night madness, are similarly guilty.
Thomas and Sally are one. In what language
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does God require the marriage license? Is he
satisfied to see the vows written on men’s
hearts; or do only wedding gowns and hypo-
critical ceremonies move him? Am I con-
demned because of my oath of monogamy is
unregistered? Is it some base perversion that
leads me to discern that nothing is more de-
licious than fidelity?

(Sally emerges from the floor climbing up
from the stairs at the foot of Jefferson’s bed.
She is draped in a black cloak on the upper
part of her body but below the knees a white
night gown can be seen.)

Jefferson: (Throwing open his arms as he
moves toward her.) Ma Cherie! My magnifi-
cent flower!

Sally: (Leaping into his arms.) Like a baby
rabbit racing for its mother I came running.
Please excuse me but my legs leaped forward
all on their own. I could not hold back one
minute more. I have waited so long for the
lamp in the window to light my way back to
you.

Jefferson: Please forgive me. You have
been humiliated for the last time. I beg you!
Forgive me! (Falls to his knees and throws
his arms around her legs.)

Sally: Mon Cher, please don’t greet me on
your knees. Don’t drown my mind in fancy
pleas. Just squeeze me close. (He rises and
envelopes her in his arms.) Speak to me with
the strength in your hands and arms. I have
been a lost orphan without your love to sur-
round me.

Jefferson: My Sweet Angel, look at Monti-
cello. (Begins to speak French.) C’est un
château très incomplete. Mais un jour, je le
finirai totalement. Monticello est ton
château, Sally. You will never be driven
from your castle again. I swear it to you,
sweet Sally. You demand nothing but this is
my gift to you. No one, not even Martha,
shall ever take Monticello away from you
again. I swear it!

Sally: Please do not swear again. I do not
need another oath. Make no promises except
one.

Promise you will love me like the green
grass grows. The grass is forever.

Jefferson: I will love you forever, Sally. We
are one. Now, tell me that you forgive me.
Promise that you will love me forever.

Sally: Oh my sweet Cher, how can I answer
you? I can’t match your basket of fancy
words. Just look into my eyes and real all of
your answers. You see my pain. You alone
know how much I hurt. I can see the under-
standing in your eyes. The heavy beating of
your heart is sending me a message. As much
as I have missed you, you have missed me.
You still Love me. The election, your daugh-
ters, the planters, the guests; nothing has
been enough to block your path back to me.
The message is so simple, Mon Cher. You
still love me. And I promise to love you for-
ever.

Jefferson: The world is as it is. Let the vio-
lent variables swirl around us in chaos. You,
sweet Angel, shall be my constant. Everlast-
ing you are mine!

Sally: You have recited enough of your
sweet speeches tonight. Take me to our bed.
Your cold sheets are waiting to be warmed.
(Sally takes off her black cloak and stands
in her white nightgown before Jefferson car-
ries her to the bed.)

In Act I, Scene 25, Jefferson is forced to
justify his love for Sally to his jealous
daughter, Martha:

Martha: I did not like her. Perhaps I was
jealous of every female in your life. But
Maria Cosway was an elegant lady. Sally was
nothing. You remade Sally. Why did you se-
lect Sally?

Jefferson: An architect can read his own
blueprint easily; but it is not always possible
for a man to decipher his soul.

Martha: You told her the right books to
read in your library. You coached her until

she learned to speak French better than me.
You let her reign supreme over all the serv-
ants. Sally was nothing but mud. But you
diligently molded her into your favorite
statue.

Jefferson: To some degree maybe I did
mold her. But God alone could teach her to
burst into a room like a morning glory; to
bloom as the reddest rose commanding every
eye; to stand as the sunflower in every
crowd; to always be the lily who lights up a
dark pond of tears. Sally is what nature and
God and I have made together. And so is
Patsy. You are separate and distinct but
blessed be the priceless two of you. Sally ex-
tracts nothing from Patsy.

Martha: Why love, Father? Why not just
let it be lust? The South is littered with mu-
lattos but white men don’t treat their moth-
ers like wives.

Jefferson: Tonight, Patsy, I beg you to be
my daughter. I have only two of you. I have
hundreds of inquisitors. Do not insult me. Do
not degrade me with conventional accusa-
tions. If you have ears, then hear me. I need
more than pleasure! Watching loved ones die
maims the spirit, cripples the soul; even the
strongest among us are never fully rehabili-
tated. There is but one antidote to such de-
spair and most men never find her. Life and
joy are for the living (pauses) but we dis-
abled souls require magnificent assistance.
Sally is my magnificent assistance. Inspira-
tion is that which completes a man; supplies
drive and ambition; stimulates vision; ab-
sorbs despair. She who inspires is sacred.
Sally is sacred.

The fact that an aging Jefferson could not
separate himself from Sally raises questions
less about sexual addiction and more about
the magic and magnetism of Sally Hemings.
She obviously had more than her beautiful
body to offer. Why are all records of Sally so
thoroughly and meticulously missing? In his
seventies and eighties why did Jefferson still
find her company indispensable? Since her
continued existence posed an obvious embar-
rassing threat to Jefferson’s heirs, how did
Sally manage to outwit them and survive?
And is it not obvious that both the father
and the mother had to be involved in the ar-
rangements made for the big city survival of
their children who were allowed to ‘‘run’’?
For a lifetime Thomas and Sally did more
than merely sleep together. But what was it
that made Sally ‘‘sacred’’ in the eyes of Jef-
ferson?

All traces of Sally Hemings have been
scrubbed from Jefferson’s writings and from
history. Fiction writers thus have great lati-
tude in the challenge to recreate this central
character. She may be glimpsed through her
own speeches:

In Act I, Scene 16, on the day she learns of
the public charges that she is the President’s
mistress and the mother of his children:

Sally: Marse Tom don’t want to know
what’s happening here. Marse Tom won’t
look down at the dirt. Marse Tom rather
gaze up at the skies. He always goes in per-
son to buy slaves. But you won’t see him
around when slaves are sold. But Marse Tom
is many men all squeezed into one. He is the
owl and the eagle, the fox and the sheep, rose
and thorn, still pond and flooding river. God
was straining hard the day he made Marse
Tom . . . The closer you watch Marse Tom,
the less you understand him. I have seen him
wave his hand at heaven and thumb his nose
at the angels. But some days he takes oaths
and swears under the watchful eyes of God.
So much about him stays in the dark. But
why must we figure out the puzzle? Why do
you ask so many questions Millie? I just
know in my bones that Marse Tom is the
grandest man that walks on this earth. . . .

Preacher Zeke: They say Marse Tom could
be pushed out of office. They say nobody will

vote for him a second time. This is bad, Miss
Sally. Look right there in the paper. They
called you a concubine!

Sally: Our love is right, Preacher. Your
God, our Jesus smiles down on Thomas and
Sally. The newspapers are all wrong and our
love is right. He will not bend, Preacher.
Marse Tom will stand and fight.

Preacher Zeke: Chief Justice Marshall,
Patrick Henry, John Adams! They have all
come out against Marse Tom.

Sally: You hear a hundred dirty puppies
howling at the heels of a mountain lion. My
Master will never bow to them. You watch,
Preacher Zeke. Watch and see him strike
with quiet lightning. He will leave the pup-
pies scattered across the woods. He will
stand in this storm. Pray to make him
strong. The God who gave me my love will
not tease me and then take him away. The
Almighty who made me a slave would not
torture me twice. Pray the right prayer,
Preacher. Make him like David against Goli-
ath; like Daniel in the lion’s den; let him be
Samson. Give him the jawbone of an ass and
let him beat the Philistines down. For our
love he will go up to the gates of heaven and
wrestle St. Peter himself. Pray, Preacher,
pray!

Millie: Preacher Zeke, do they put
corcupines in jail?

Sally: Concubine, Millie? Not corcupine!
The word is concubine! Any woman that is
used but not loved is a concubine. Many
waives are concubines. I am not a concu-
bine . . .

In Act I, Scene 24, Sally confronts Jeffer-
son’s daughter:

Martha: You are both reckless! Love has
nothing to do with it. My Father is first of
all a man and men are prone to allow their
lust to place everything else in jeopardy.

Sally: Be careful what you label lust. Lust
is an easy pig to feed. Men can drop their
pants anywhere. My love gives life to him.
He says that he can sometimes only heal his
headaches by placing his head in my hands.
He calls me his magic and his medicine. . . .

Martha: Yes, I hear you as a woman, to-
night. But all these years I have worked so
hard to make you a thing. I could not admit
my Father had succumbed to a mere woman.
You had to be a soft, fuzzy, lustful creature
that he took to bed to keep himself warm; a
witch to cure his manly madness; a slop jar
for his boiling male juices; a submissive
sheep; a ravishing werewolf; I made you any-
thing in my mind but a woman. You could
not be human.

Sally: Not human, Martha? But we played
together as girls. We have lived for twenty-
three years within each other shadows. I am
your mother’s slave sister, her half sister.
The father of your mother was my father.
You are my niece, Martha.

Martha: Stop it! Don’t remind me of the
disgusting lust of my maternal grandfather.
Let me forget how our lives are inter-
mingled, miscegenated and tied together like
insane serpents.

Sally: Consider the serpents, Martha. In
the Spring when certain snakes mate, they
wrap themselves around each other with pas-
sion. And neither snake supplies the poison
to ruin their great hug. You come to the love
feast with fangs, Martha! You bring the poi-
son!

Martha: Stop judging me! We are not as
the gates of heaven—and you are not St.
Peter. You are not an angel merely because
you are a slave. Other women suffer too!

Sally: Yes, Martha, admit it. We are both
women. But after tonight we will never suf-
fer together again. Thomas Jefferson is your
Father. I give him all to you. To take him
from me, day and night you tear at him with
sharp hooks in his mind. Every axe and dag-
ger you use. Sometimes you dump a heavy
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load of reminders about your mother. Some-
times you paint me as a demon. I am unlaw-
ful, illegal, sinful, the Jezebel dragging him
down to hell. But your spray of poison has
not put out my Master’s passion. Our love is
like an iron rock against all of your heavy
hammers. I win the battles but you keep
fighting the war. You can not take him from
me. No woman can take him from me—no
daughter, no Washington ladies with all of
their lace and lovely speeches. No ghost of a
wife long gone. You have all failed. You can
not take him, He is mine! And since he is all
mine I have the power to give him to you.
(Begins to cry.) For his sake I give him to
you. Take your Father and let me go!

Martha: Sally, Father will be here soon.
Perhaps you should rest. You should not
meet him with tears.

Sally: Take him! To get at me you are
driving him mad. You will split his soul
right down the middle. Preacher Zeke tells
the story of two women before King Solomon
both claiming a baby. Like the real mother
standing before Solomon my love is bigger
than yours. Your Father has been split in
half too long. Take him! He should not have
to wake up each day and choose between me
and you. I am my own butcher. I choose to
cut him free. I want him made whole again.
The country still needs him undivided. I
stand on one side and all the world weighs
down against me. So heavy a sin will surely
drag me to the bottom of hell. . . .

In Act I, Scene 26, declaring that she will
leave Monticello, Sally confronts Jefferson:

Jefferson: Liberty and freedom are nec-
essary to guarantee the opportunity to love.
Around your waist in a pouch are the papers
that validate freedom for you and each child.
You are not my slave, Sally, You don’t have
to stay if you do not love me.

Sally: In the dark you whisper over and
over again that you love me; at night I am
your adored wife. But in the morning I am
again just a slave. At night I am everything.
In the morning I am nothing. Monticello you
declared to be my castle but when company
comes I am the pussy cat who must crawl
into a corner or go hide in the bushes.

Jefferson: You stab with a long rusty
knife!

Sally: Hear me til the sound of my voice
makes you want to puke. And then maybe
you will never ever want to hear my voice
again.

Jefferson: You speak from great pain,
Sally. I honor your suffering.

Sally: To be a slave, night black or mu-
latto, is to live always in pain. The days
creep by so slowly for a slave—and there is
nothing to look forward to but more misery
tomorrow. If we slaves were wise we would
punish all slave owners by killing ourselves
and destroying their property. If slaves had a
democratic government we would all go to
the polls and cast our ballots for a holiday of
destruction; a grand day of death. . . .

Jefferson: Forgive me, Sally. I have writ-
ten in riddles and traveled in evasive circles
for too long. I swear I will someday set these
matters straight.

Sally: If you are truly my champion—and
since you are the powerful President of the
United States, I most reverently appeal to
you to publicly whip the man who wrote
these words that I have copied from his
book: (She reads from a piece of paper.)
‘‘Among the blacks is misery enough, God
knows, but no poetry; in imagination they
are dull, tasteless, and anomalous on. They
secrete less by the kidneys, and more by the
glands of the skins, which give them a very
strong and disagreeable odor’’. . . .

Sally: And you will promise never to be
mad at me for doing what it was right to do.
(Pause) I have a gift for you, Mon Cher, a
gift I bought in a Paris flea market. I bought

this from an old African who was selling
carvings. He had a big head and a face that
could only have been chiseled by a very
strong angel. He was tall with big hands and
long bony fingers. (Pulls the cloth covering
from a small black stone carving.) See, it is
a tiny family of a man, his wife and two chil-
dren—the way families must have been be-
fore the slave catchers came. Take it! It was
dreamed up by an inferior ‘‘dull, tasteless’’
black mind, and carved with inferior black
physical fingers. Take it and always remem-
ber that the Sally you once adored was first
of all a slave. I am Black Sally!

Jefferson: Thank you Sally. But please do
not remind me that the trial is over.

Sally: I sentence you to one day write that
any being able to bear the daily burdens of
slavery and still be able to laugh and to love
is surly superior to all other human beings.

Jefferson: I swear that I shall truthfully
instruct posterity and work to shield them
from the errors committed by my genera-
tion.

Sally: Say no more. (Holds a finger up to
her lip.)

Jefferson: As you wish, my divine inquisi-
tor. The nobility of Adam is best reflected by
the fact that he made no attempt to argue
with his God. Adam quietly acknowledged
his guilt and he left the Garden of Eden. . . .

In Act I, Scene 27, Sally reverses her deci-
sion to run away from Monticello:

Sally: I could take my children and live
anywhere. I could mop floors as a maid, or
melt away in sweat cooking in some lady’s
kitchen; or I would do well as a seamstress.
I could put plenty of food on my table for my
children. Black Sally could survive. But
there would be no thread tough enough, no
needle big enough to sew up the aching hole
in my heart.

Martha: I promise you peace Sally. I shall
never again harass or insult you. In no way
will I ever block or handicap you in your
pursuit of happiness at Monticello.

Sally: The slave in me is beaten down and
bitter, but I can never be happy unless I stay
hostage to my heart. Against the hurricane
of the heart the head is like a crippled fly.
This morning when I got out of bed I knew in
my bones that I had lost the battle. No
woman can love him, be loved by him, and
them pick up and run away from Thomas
Jefferson. It would take an angel or some
other being able to work miracles to carry
out such a deed. I’m only a woman. I love
him. I can’t abandon him. (She takes up a
pen and begins scribbling a note.)

Martha: In the end we must always remem-
ber that we are only women; incomplete and
not fully made without our men.

Sally: We are women, and men are not
fully finished until we make them so.

In Act II, Scene 3, Sally comforts an old,
sick and dying Jefferson:

Jefferson: My dearest Magic Woman, now
you are so kind as to assign me another son
when I have refused to claim the sons you
gave me.

Sally: I didn’t come to talk about that.
Your morning is cloudy enough already. Ac-
cept Edward Coles as a son from you soul
and celebrate.

Jefferson: Why accept a son who publicly
chides me and privately mocks me with flat-
tery.

Sally: Sons do sometimes rebel and chal-
lenge their fathers.

Jefferson: And sometimes children hate
their fathers. I have given ample cause to
your Thomas and Harriet and Beverly and
Eston and Madison. Toward my own flesh I
have behaved abominably!

Sally: (Screaming) Stop it! The world is as
it is. In a great burst of love you gave my
children life. And later you gave them their
freedom. I asked for nothing else. You must

not torture yourself! If my children have suf-
fered it is because they were abandoned by
their mother who wouldn’t carry them all at
once to freedom because she couldn’t bear to
leave her lover.

Jefferson: My loud and powerful queen, I
beg you not to scream at this old man. My
conscience is crammed with sins that break
out like blisters. Brains overloaded with liv-
ing and learning become grotesque. That I
sometimes become unhinged should not sur-
prise you. Wrinkled hearts and musty minds
are not good company. Wise women do not
waste their love on old men.

Sally: (almost whispering) Then I never
want to be a wise woman. Let me die a fool!
Loving an old man is like loving a baby. It
is the best used time of your life. No need to
have a reason. The love just swells up all in-
side you and then runs over in a flood. (She
kneels beside his chair and begins to caress
and kiss him). . . .

As much as he was the author of the Dec-
laration of Independence, the third President
of the United States and the purchaser of the
Louisiana Territory, Thomas Jefferson was
also the concerned father of several children
of African descent. With unfortunate limita-
tions and restraints the evidence is that Jef-
ferson loved his common-law wife and chil-
dren. He was not a brilliant, cold blooded
beast. The hypocrisy he felt compelled to
perpetrate certainly created a personal life
wracked with intense conflicts.

Jefferson’s public statements on race and
slavery often stand in opposition to his pri-
vate passion and compassion; however, when
his intimate relationship with Sally is af-
fixed to selected public actions, it is clear
that he consciously made a vital contribu-
tion to the abolition of slavery. There are
many who contend that without Jefferson
there could never have been an emancipating
Abraham Lincoln. Congressman Jefferson at-
tempted to halt the expansion of slavery into
new states and failed by one vote in the
House of Representatives. As President he
narrowly won a victory for a law that finally
ended the legal importation of slaves. It is
also important to note that Jefferson’s advo-
cacy for the rights of the common white man
had to take roots before Lincoln could fight
the war that freed the slaves.

Jefferson was quoted by the slave mongers
as well as the Abolitionists as they made
their cases. Until today he is still cited by
racists as well as progressives. The new DNA
clarification of his paternity of Sally
Hemings’ children may finally end this ideo-
logical tug of war. In a superficial response
the racists may jettison the man who treat-
ed the slave mother of his children as if she
was his wife.

A more profound response from progres-
sives in general, and African Americans spe-
cifically, would be a new celebration of Jef-
ferson as the pre-requisite to Lincoln. It is a
historical fact that one of Jefferson’s pro-
teges, Edward Coles, took his slaves from
Virginia to Illinois where he gave them their
freedom and acres of land. Coles later be-
came Governor of Illinois; defeated a referen-
dum seeking to make Illinois a slave state;
and was an active politician in Illinois at the
time of Lincoln’s election and the Civil War.
More than mere words and ideas linked Lin-
coln to Jefferson.

Celebrations of the new Jefferson discov-
eries, and expressions of gratitude to the
science of genetics which produced DNA test-
ing are very much in order. What the histo-
rians and researchers of several generations
refused to examine objectively has now been
determined to be almost certainly true. The
white male southern academicians who have
dominated the interpretation of pre and post
civil war history have now been thoroughly
discredited. Their refusal to accept over-
whelming evidence with respect to Jefferson,
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of necessity, raises serious questions about
the integrity of the rest of their scholarship.

Some obvious indictments of these pro-
ponents of the Confederate view of history
are now in order: The establishment histo-
rians are guilty of ignoring the record of
widespread miscegenation fostered by White
men and its implications. Mainstream schol-
ars have refused to offer any meaningful ex-
positions of the ‘‘breeding farm’’ industry.
On the other hand post civil war terrorism
and violence by the defeated rebels has been
glorified. ‘‘The Birth Of A Nation’’ interpre-
tation has never been answered by academi-
cians with a true and thorough story of the
terrorism, murder and mayhem which re-
turned the blacks of the South to a state of
semi-slavery.

f

WHERE ARE THE DRUGS COMING
FROM?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I come again
tonight to the floor of the House of
Representatives as chair of the new
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice,
Drug Policy and Human Resources to
talk about a situation that is confront-
ing our Nation, Congress and has
touched almost every household in
America, and that is the situation
dealing with illegal narcotics. The sit-
uation basically is out of control and
affects our young people. Some 14,200
Americans died last year because of
drug-related deaths. This is a problem
that has been swept under the table by
Congress, by this administration and
not really addressed adequately in my
opinion. As chair of the Subcommittee
on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and
Human Resources responsible for devel-
oping at least the House side of our na-
tional policy, I intend to continue my
efforts to bring this situation to the at-
tention of the American people and to
my colleagues here.

Mr. Speaker, the situation is so bad
relating to narcotics, particularly
among our young people, that the sta-
tistics are absolutely staggering and
should shock every American, particu-
larly in the area of hard drug use by
our young people. The statistics since
1993, when this administration came
into power, of drug use among our
teens and our young people, the in-
stance of use of heroin by our teenage
population has soared 875 percent.

In the area that I come from, Central
Florida, a relatively prosperous area,
an area that has economic stability,
growth, viability, no inner city prob-
lems, our area has been absolutely
wracked and ravaged by deaths, par-
ticularly again among our young peo-
ple, our teenage population and young
adults by heroin deaths. In fact, in the
Orlando Sentinel, a headline at the end
of last year said that the drug overdose
deaths in Central Florida exceed homi-
cides.

One of my first duties and respon-
sibilities as chair of this new sub-
committee to deal with drug policy was
to conduct a hearing in Central Florida

on the issue, and I was told by the fa-
ther of one of the young people who
died of a drug overdose, a heroin over-
dose, ‘‘Mr. Mica, those who have died
from drug overdoses are in fact homi-
cides.’’ And that situation is repeating
itself across our land.

Not only do we see increased use of
heroin among our young people and in
my area and other areas, we are now
seeing more and more Mexican black
tar, high purity heroin, coming across
the border into Texas and other border
States. Additionally, the amounts of
methamphetamines coming into mid-
dle America, the western States and
across this land are soaring dramati-
cally. The episodes in our emergency
rooms from overdoses across the land
are increasing, not decreasing, and
again we are seeing more and more of
the drug abuse of these hard, high-pu-
rity drugs such as cocaine, heroin,
methamphetamines among our young
population.

Tonight I wanted to spend most of
my time talking to my colleagues that
are listening and the American people
that are listening about where those
drugs are coming from, and it is very
easy for me to identify where those
drugs are coming from.

If I may, if we could pay attention to
this chart, it is very easy to see that
the drugs are coming from South
America, primarily Colombia where
heroin and now cocaine from coca pro-
duction have increased since this ad-
ministration has stopped equipment or
stopped in the last few years equip-
ment reaching Colombia, helicopters,
ammunition, eradication equipment
reaching that country. Incredible fields
of poppies are being grown in Colom-
bia, and now we are told that Colombia
is also the largest source of coca pro-
duction in the world, exceeding even
Peru and Bolivia, which both countries
have managed to curtail some of their
production. But it is coming through
Colombia and then transiting through
Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, today 60 to 70 percent of
the hard drugs entering the United
States of America enter through Mex-
ico, and this chart shows the pattern of
Mexican and Colombian based orga-
nized crimes, crime in the 1990’s and
currently. So, again we know exactly
where these drugs are being produced,
and we know who is producing them,
and we know who is trafficking in
those drugs.

Let me use, if I may, a quote that
disturbed me as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug
Policy and Human Resources, and this
is a quote from our chief DEA adminis-
trator. He said, and let me repeat it, in
testimony: Recently in my lifetime I
have never witnessed any group of
criminals that has had such a terrible
impact on so many individuals and
communities in our Nation. Mr. Con-
stantine said corruption among Mexi-
can anti-drug authorities was unparal-
leled with anything I have seen in 39
years of police work.

This is our chief drug enforcement of-
ficer for the Nation, and these are his
comments.

Now it would be bad enough to hear
that from our DEA chief enforcement
officer, but all we have to do is as a
Congress look at the statistics about
what is happening with Mexico. We
look to see how our partner, how our
friend, how our ally is cooperating in
the war on drugs in the effort to stop
the trafficking and production of ille-
gal narcotics.

Let me address two fronts. First of
all, Mexico, which was a minor pro-
ducer of heroin, has now become a
major producer of heroin, so they are
producing heroin and in larger quan-
tities than they ever have and at a
higher deadly purity rate than we have
ever seen before. The second area that
we would judge countries’ cooperation
with the United States in dealing with
the drug problem would be the amount
of drugs that are seized in that particu-
lar country, and that is how we base
our certification of a country in co-
operating and making them eligible for
foreign assistance, international fi-
nance and international trade benefits.

What are the other measures? As I
said, first of all, again production and
then trafficking. In trafficking the sta-
tistics are absolutely startling. In 1998
the seizures for heroin fell in Mexico,
the seizures for cocaine and coca prod-
ucts fell in Mexico. So the major hard
drugs in Mexico actually in the area of
seizures decreased in Mexico, so they
were actually assisting us less in seiz-
ing hard drugs coming across the bor-
der.

Then if we look at the other dan-
gerous deadly drug that we have talked
about as methamphetamine, we find
that not only the drug, but the ingredi-
ents and the precursors to produce and
traffic in methamphetamine, another
deadly hard drug today that is taking
its toll on so many young Americans,
is also up, production is up, incidents
of finding this across our land are up.

Now I spoke very briefly about the
process of certification of a country,
and there is confusion among the Con-
gress and lack of knowledge about the
certification process. I was able in the
1980’s, as chief of staff for Senator Haw-
kins, to work with Senator Hawkins,
Members of the other body in Congress
and this side, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) and others who
were here, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL), and the Congress
adopted a drug certification law. That
is a simple law, and what it does again
is it says that any country who deals in
illegal narcotics shall be certified an-
nually by the Department of State and
the President of the United States as,
and the terms in the law are very spe-
cific, as fully cooperating to do again
two things. One, to stop the produc-
tion; and two, to stop the trafficking.

Now that is the certification. The ad-
ministration and the President must
certify to Congress that these coun-
tries that are dealing in illegal narcot-
ics are in fact cooperating with us,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1327March 16, 1999
fully cooperating with us to stop the
production and trafficking, a simple
law, a simple certification. And what
do those countries get in return for
their cooperation and being fully cer-
tified? Mr. Speaker, they get basically
several benefits.

The first of these would be United
States foreign assistance. So if they
are fully cooperating, they get United
States foreign assistance, foreign aid.
They also would get foreign assistance
as far as international financial benefit
and support. So in the World Bank,
Inter-American Development Bank,
IMF, the United States, which is the
major underwriting partner for financ-
ing all of these international oper-
ations and actually the basis of finan-
cial stability for so many countries, in-
cluding Mexico, the United States
lends its vote to approve various loans
and grants and assistance from these
international finance organizations. So
that is another criterion.

b 1815

Then the third area is the trade area.
We give trade benefits. I cannot think
of any nation in the world that we have
given a better trade advantage to.

We have different levels of trade eq-
uity but there certainly is an inequity
between the United States, between
our wages, between our labor stand-
ards, between our environmental
standards, between all the things we
judge trade equity and economic eq-
uity, there is a disparity between the
United States and Mexico. Stop and
think that we passed NAFTA giving
that country some of the best trade
benefits ever bestowed by any govern-
ment to any other nation or ally. We
give, in fact, those trade benefits to
Mexico and we ask very little in re-
turn. In fact, we have almost a $16 bil-
lion trade deficit, and our trade deficit
in the United States and I plan to hold
a hearing on this issue because it is an-
other issue that has not received the
adequate attention or concern by the
Congress or its appropriate commit-
tees, but the deficit has now ballooned.
It is in orbit, the highest it has ever
been, trade deficit.

That is, the United States is buying
more foreign goods than selling those
goods. Only for so long can the United
States continue to have this incredible
hundred billion dollars in excess flow-
ing out year after year from the poli-
cies of this administration, but that is
one more benefit that we gave to Mex-
ico and they are benefitting by the
trade surplus that they experience in
selling us their goods, again, produced
at a different level. So all of these ben-
efits are given to the country of Mex-
ico.

In return, we ask very little and, in
fact, we go through this certification
process every year to say who is help-
ing us and who is not assisting us and
should they get trade foreign assist-
ance benefits. That brings me to the
topic that I wanted to raise tonight,
and that is the question of certification

of Mexico and what is going on with
our Mexican allies.

Are they cooperating? I just read the
quote by Tom Constantine, who is the
Director of our Drug Enforcement
Agency, very harshly critical of what
is going on in Mexico. Two years ago,
this Congress stumbled and part of it
was because of Wall Street weighing in.
They were concerned with this big
trade agreement, that there might be
some repercussions and American busi-
nesses have now invested in Mexico and
the interconnection of these economic
relationships by decertifying Mexico
there could be some implication, and
they extended the real meaning of de-
certification and have since, with the
cooperation of the administration,
turned this into a political process
rather than a policy process of this
Congress and how it extends benefits to
other countries. Again, those benefits
trade financial assistance and eco-
nomic benefits in regard to inter-
national organizations. So that has
been distorted and the process is dis-
torted.

Two years ago, this Congress con-
cerned about the certification of Mex-
ico at that point, passed a resolution
and asked Mexico to do several things
to help end this war, if it was to be a
joint war, but to take certain very spe-
cific actions but not unreasonable re-
quests to deal with the narcotics prob-
lem that was just as bad then as it is
today. In fact, it has gotten worse
today as a result of nothing being done
by Mexico to address the specific con-
cerns of this Congress.

Many people who were here several
years ago remember what we asked
Mexico to do in a cooperative fashion.
First we asked for extradition of Mexi-
can officials who were involved in drug
activities. We asked for extradition of
the drug traffickers who were charged
and we asked for the arrest in Mexico,
by Mexicans, of major drug traffickers.
So we asked for extradition of those
who were involved in illegal narcotics
activities at the highest level, major
drug traffickers; and we asked for,
again, cooperation in trying to bring
under control some of the corruption
that existed in Mexico at various levels
of their government.

A second thing we asked for was Mex-
ico to sign a maritime agreement with
the United States. A maritime agree-
ment is important because if we look
again at this chart we can see the
drugs travel not only overland but also
through some of the water areas that
surround Mexico, and United States of-
ficials and United States enforcement
officers who work off of this coast, in
even our military, have no rights, no
maritime agreement. Mexico is the
only country in this region with which
the United States does not have a mar-
itime agreement except, I believe,
Haiti.

The only reason we have not had one
with Haiti is because the administra-
tion has done such a great job with
their system of justice down there,

where we spent three or four billion
dollars, and the parliament has not
met and we have had basically a dicta-
torship that refuses to operate in a le-
gitimate fashion. So we have a par-
liament or a Congress in Haiti that ba-
sically has not been able to meet and
approve a maritime agreement, but
that is not the case in Mexico, even
though what has happened in Haiti in
not signing an agreement with the dis-
organization of their government, with
the pouring of billions of U.S. dollars
into that pit, we have a different situa-
tion, a different set of circumstances
with Haiti and that failure as opposed
to the Mexican record of failure and
failing to sign or come to terms on a
maritime agreement. That is number
two.

We asked for radar in the south. Now,
of course, if we just look at this chart
again we see that the drugs are coming
in through Mexico through the south-
ern border and transiting through their
country. A simple request still not ad-
hered to.

The fourth request was to enforce
some of the laws that had been passed.
Now, we did get Mexico to pass some
tougher laws several years back, but it
is nice to have a law. The question is
enforcing the law.

What happened when we asked for co-
operation? Last year, our agents un-
covered an incredibly large activity re-
lating to money laundering in Mexico.
The scope of it was mind-boggling and
hundreds of millions of dollars being
laundered through Mexican banks. We
arranged for a sting operation and
Mexican banks customers were ar-
rested. What did the Mexicans do? Did
they cooperate with us, enforcing the
law as we had asked 2 years ago in
money laundering and corruption? No,
they did not. In fact, the Mexicans had
the audacity to blast the United States
and then threaten to indict our Cus-
toms officials. This is an operation
known as Casa Blanca.

So here again was another item, the
fourth item that we had asked for co-
operation from Mexico; two years ago,
and the situation is worse than it was
then.

An additional item that we asked for,
a simple request, was our agents, our
DEA agents who work around the
world, particularly where there are
international narcotics problems and
they are welcomed by most host coun-
tries. What did Mexico do to a request
that they secure protection, they allow
our agents to arm themselves and that
we also increase the presence of those
agents in that country for the purpose
of conducting investigations with
Mexican officials? What they did was
really take little or no action. We still
have a cap on those agents and our
agents still do not have the protection
they need.

So these are a few of the basic re-
quests this House of Representatives
asked Mexico 2 years ago to comply
with to assist us.
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Again, nothing, at most very little,
has been done.

What disturbs me the most about the
situation with Mexico is that instead
of getting better on any front, the situ-
ation becomes worse and worse.

Tonight, before the House of Rep-
resentatives, I am going to read most
of the article that appeared in today’s
New York Times, and I ask every Mem-
ber of Congress who tomorrow will re-
ceive a copy of this article from me to
take time to read this article.

We have been concerned about cor-
ruption in Mexico at the highest levels.
We have been concerned that this ad-
ministration made decisions about cer-
tification not based on facts, not based
on intelligence information, but based
on diplomacy and also in trying to pro-
tect United States officials which I be-
lieve have covered up a horrible situa-
tion. This article that I am going to
read tonight that appeared in The New
York Times by Tim Golden, again I
refer to every Member of Congress and
ask that they pay particular attention
to its contents, because its contents is
very damaging to what has taken place
regarding Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, let me, if I may, read
this. I will try to read most of the arti-
cle. I think again it deserves our atten-
tion, and it was written today. This is
not something that is dated.

‘‘Early last year as undercover
United States Customs agents neared
the end of the biggest inquiry ever con-
ducted into the illegal movement of
drug money, bankers working with
Mexico’s most powerful cocaine cartel
approached them with a stunning offer.
The agents, posing as money-
launderers from Colombia, had insinu-
ated themselves deeply into the Mexi-
can underworld, helping the traffickers
hide more than $60 million. Now mon-
eymen working with the cartel said
they had clients who needed to launder
$1.5 billion more. The most important
of those clients,’’ they said, now listen
to this, ‘‘was Mexico’s Minister of De-
fense.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I would be
glad to yield to the gentleman from In-
diana.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is important to point out in looking at
this article that ‘‘early last year’’
means this is around the time we were
about to certify Mexico as cooperating,
and I think that is really important.
The gentleman called my attention to
this article. This is not something that
is historic; this is something that was
happening while on the floor of this
Congress. We had Members down here
saying they were cooperating, and that
is important, I think, in the context of
what the gentleman is reading here.
This was going on while we are here
saying, oh, things are going fine.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Indiana not only for

his comments, but also for his contin-
ued interest in trying to bring to the
attention of the American people the
situation relating to Mexico’s involve-
ment in this drug matter.

Again, the point being here, these
drug dealers said that they had a client
who needed to launder $1.5 billion
more. Most important, those clients,
one of those clients, they said, was
Mexico’s Minister of Defense.

‘‘The Customs agents didn’t know
whether the money really existed, or if
any of it belonged to the Minister, Gen-
eral Enrique Cervantes, officials said.
But having heard about American in-
telligence reports, pointing to corrup-
tion at the high levels of the Mexican
military, the agents were mystified by
what happened next.

‘‘Rather than continue the under-
cover operation to pursue the deal,
Clinton administration officials or-
dered that it be shut down on schedule
several weeks later. No further effort
was ever made to investigate the offer,
and officials said that prosecutors have
not even raised the matter with the
suspects in the case who have pleaded
guilty and who are cooperating with
authorities.’’

Let me read this quote: ‘‘Why are we
sitting on this kind of information,
asked the former senior Customs agent
who led the undercover inquiry,’’ and
that agent was William F. Gately. ‘‘It’s
either because we are lazy, we are stu-
pid, or the political will doesn’t exist
to engage in the kind of investigation
where our law enforcement efforts
might damage our foreign policy.’’

So here we have the question of
whether or not we should have, and our
officials should have, pursued this mat-
ter of corruption at the very highest
levels, and in fact, it may have been
compromised for the sake of damaging
our foreign policy or our diplomacy, or
our relations with Mexico.

‘‘Senior officials denied,’’ and I will
continue reading, that foreign policy
had influenced their decision to end the
operation, saying they had been moved
primarily by concerns for its security.
They also emphasized that the agents
had been unable to verify the Mexican
traffickers’ claims.

‘‘Other officials of the administra-
tion, which has based much of its Mexi-
can drug strategy on collaboration
with General Cervantes, said they were
confident that he was above reproach.
A spokesman for the Ministry of De-
fense, Lieutenant Francisco Aguilar
Hernandez, dismissed the traffickers’
proposal as self-serving lies.’’

But now listen to this part of this
story: ‘‘But a detailed account of the
case, based on confidential government
documents, court records, and dozens
of interviews, suggests that United
States officials walked away from an
extraordinary opportunity to examine
allegations of the official corruption
that is considered the main obstacle to
anti-drug efforts in Mexico.’’

Basically, they walked away from
the investigation.

‘‘For nearly a decade, American offi-
cials have been haunted by the spec-
tacle of Mexican officials being linked
to illicit activities soon after they are
embraced in Washington. And just
weeks before the Customs investiga-
tion known as Operation Casablanca’’,
which I referred to earlier, ‘‘which
ended last year, administration offi-
cials received intelligence reports indi-
cating that the Mexican military’s ties
to the drug trade were more serious
than had been previously thought. But
when faced with the possibility that
one of Washington’s critical Mexican
allies might be linked to the traffick-
ers, the official gave the matter little
consideration. They said they opted for
a sure thing, arresting mid-level traf-
fickers and their associates, and at
least disrupting the money-laundering
system that drug gangs had set up. To
reach for a general, they asserted,
would have added to their risk with no
certainty of success.

‘‘Obviously, it was a significant alle-
gation, the Commissioner of Customs,
Raymond W. Kelly, said in an inter-
view. But he added, there was skep-
ticism about it. Was it puffing? It just
was not seen as being, I wouldn’t use
the word credible, but it wasn’t veri-
fied.

Quote: ‘‘When senior administration
officials announced the stink last May,
they took a triumphant inventory: The
indictments of three big Mexican
banks and bankers from a dozen for-
eign banks and the arrest of 142 sus-
pects, the confiscation of $35 million in
drug profits, and the seizing of ac-
counts holding $66 million more. The
officials claimed that the success was a
result of a long-standing administra-
tion fight against money-laundering.
But Mr. Gately, who retired from the
Customs Service on December 31, said
his investigation had run the gauntlet
of resistance from the start.

‘‘The Justice Department, uncom-
fortable with cases in which under-
cover agents laundered more money for
drug traffickers than they ultimately
seized, was imposing new limits on the
time that such operations could run
and the money they would launder, of-
ficials said. And though the restric-
tions did not apply to Customs, a
branch of Treasury, Justice Depart-
ment officials continued to play strong
skeptical roles in supervising cases
throughout the government.

‘‘One Federal official who spoke on
the condition of anonymity admitted
that he had initially dismissed Mr.
Gately’s plan. ‘You’re out of your
mind’, the official remembered saying.
Several colleagues said it was the sort
of response that Mr. Gately, 49 years of
age, tended to see as a challenge. A
decorated former Marine who enlisted
for service in Vietnam at 17, he had al-
ready been at the center of several
cases that mixed internal struggle and
public success. Friends and critics de-
scribed him in similar terms: Driven,
sometimes abrasive, and usually cre-
ative.
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‘‘After leading an investigation that

revealed ties between the Italian Mafia
and Colombian cocaine cartels, Mr.
Gately cowrote a 1994 book about the
case, Dead Ringer, that cast him as a
lonely crusader surrounded by small-
minded bureaucrats. ‘It is the story of
one man who refused to succumb to
corruption,’ the prologue reads, ‘who
believed in his oath and mission and
the consequences he paid for believing
in what he was doing.’

‘‘As the senior Customs drug inves-
tigator in Los Angeles, Mr. Gately said
he first heard from a confidential
source in 1993 about an important shift
in the way that Mexican and Colom-
bian drug traffickers were converting
cash into funds that could be freely
spent. The source said, ‘Traffickers
were depositing their money with cor-
rupt Mexican bankers who sent it back
to them in almost untraceable cash-
ier’s checks drawn on American ac-
counts that the Mexican banks used to
do business with in the United States.’
Mr. Gately hoped his source could infil-
trate that system, collecting cash from
drug wholesalers in the United States,
and wiring it to corrupt bankers in
Mexico.

‘‘The bankers would issue drafts for
the money and Customs would develop
evidence against the suspects on both
ends of the transaction. Many Customs
officials, however, doubted that the
ruse would work. Drug enforcement
agents wanted to use the source in an-
other case. Because the man had a
criminal past, one Federal prosecutor
opposed using him at all and threat-
ened to indict him on a 10-year-old
case. Even when Mr. Gately was even-
tually able to recruit another under-
cover intermediary, a Colombian
known by the pseudonym, Javier Ra-
mirez, he and others, said a senior Jus-
tice Department official’’, and this is
very important, ‘‘Mary Warren, pressed
him to limit the operation’s scope.’’

So we have an official in the Depart-
ment of Justice pressing him to limit
the scope of this operation.

‘‘What she wanted to know was when
was this going to be over,’’ he said of
Ms. Warren, ‘‘who declined to com-
ment. What was our end game?’’

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am glad to
recognize the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, one of my
concerns when I read this article and in
listening to the gentleman go through
this is that we on the Committee on
Government Reform, we have heard
some of this type of thing before, that
the constant trying to limit investiga-
tions, trying to cut it off, it is a very
disturbing pattern that this adminis-
tration seems to have when they are
investigating things that are very un-
comfortable regarding their policy.

It is not clear who and where this de-
cision was being made by. We do not
know whether it is coming out of the
White House or whether at the top of
the Justice Department; much like in

the Indian casinos investigation,
whether it was in the data bank or
whether it was in the missing files. But
it is amazing how we constantly hear
people inside the Justice Department
saying that top officials were impeding
their investigation rather than seeking
the truth.
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What is really disturbing here is that
it is not as though as I recall it was
just the year before this, that their
drug czar was implicated and eventu-
ally had to come down. It was not like
these were kind of off-the-wall charges
that had never happened before in the
Mexican government.

The gentleman from Florida has been
establishing through this New York
Times article that, while this person is
a very driven person, he has estab-
lished that he has some track record.
This is a disturbing pattern we are see-
ing.

In fact, the gentleman read one
statement a little bit ago that was also
disturbing, because we often hear at
the grassroots level, ‘‘why do you get
the little guys and not the bigger
guys?’’ The gentleman read a state-
ment from this article that said that
they were being limited by the Justice
Department because, if the cash that
they were having to do to move up the
line was less than that they could actu-
ally close on at given point, which
means that, by principle, we are defin-
ing we are only going to go for mid-
range if we cannot keep levering the
deal as we move up.

There are some fundamental ques-
tions here even as to how we approach
this and do we really have the goal in
our Justice Department to go after the
top officials even when we have a
strong tip. I think that, to some de-
gree, this gets confusing as we move
with it, but this is really disturbing,
and I hope the gentleman from Florida
will continue reading this into the
RECORD and people will get copies of
this because this is a fundamental at
the heart of our policy right now in
Mexico.

Mr. MICA. As they say in the mys-
tery books, the plot thickens here. Let
me continue if I may to read this into
the RECORD. ‘‘In November of 1995, Co-
lombian drug contacts introduced the
undercover agents to Victor Alcala
Navarro, a representative of Mexico’s
biggest drug mafia, the so-called
Juarez cartel.

‘‘The Customs agents, posing as
money launderers from a dummy com-
pany called the Emerald Empire Cor-
poration, began picking up the Mexi-
can’s profits and laundering them as
planned.

‘‘In February 1997, at meetings in
Mexico, Javier Ramirez was introduced
to Mr. Alcala’s boss. A few months
later, the Customs source found him-
self chatting by phone with the head of
the cartel, Amado Carrillo Fuentes.

‘‘Over scores of meetings and mil-
lion-dollar deals, the traffickers grew

more open about the official protection
they enjoyed in Mexico, law enforce-
ment officials and government docu-
ments indicate.

‘‘At one meeting in Mexico City on
May 16, 1997, the traffickers took along
16 federal police agents as body-
guards.’’ This is again police agents of
Mexico acting as bodyguards for drug
dealers. ‘‘At another meeting, a man
who identified himself as an official of
the Mexican Attorney General’s office
picked up $1.7 million in cash, includ-
ing $415,000 that the undercover agents
had carried to Mexico for the cartel
boss himself.

‘‘During a later meeting in New
York, Mr. Alcala told the agents that
like Mexico’s drug enforcement chief,
who had been arrested for collaborat-
ing with the Juarez cartel,’’ again let
me interject an aside here, much to the
embarrassment of our United States
drug czar who had embraced the Mexi-
can drug czar, and here he is arrested
‘‘for collaborating with the Juarez car-
tel, the Defense Minister, General Cer-
vantes, was in league with the compet-
ing Tijuana cartel.’’

But here we have allegations about
the Attorney General, the former drug
czar, and the Minister of Defense, and
we have hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars, $1.7 million of cash being picked
up by officials of the Mexican govern-
ment.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICA. Yes, I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, because
what the gentleman just read here
sounds eerily close to what happened in
Colombia, only here we even have more
direct involvement with the leaders in
the government.

We have the drug enforcement chief,
eventually who was proven guilty, who
was actually renting an apartment
from the head of the Juarez cartel
while he was getting information from
our government. The allegation is that
the defense minister who was involved
in helping bring down that cartel may
be, we do not know this but this article
is suggesting that we failed to pursue
this, may be involved with the compet-
ing cartel just like the Cali cartel in
Colombia helped bring down the
Medellin cartel in Colombia because
they wanted to put a rival out.

We have been hearing steadily on
this floor and other bodies that the
fact one way we can tell Mexico is co-
operating is they helped bring down
their drug czar. But what if, and we did
not investigate this, they brought
down their drug czar because another
faction was a part in helping a dif-
ferent cartel?

I am not saying that is happening,
but that is a really disturbing charge,
because we would be played, for lack of
a better word, as suckers in Congress if
in fact we use as an argument for not
doing decertification something which
actually was a setup for a more power-
ful cartel.
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Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, again the

plot thickens here, and I want to con-
tinue reading from this investigative
piece in today’s New York Times.

‘‘Customs officials said they remain
skeptical of what the agents heard, in-
cluding the traffickers’ claim that Mr.
Carrillo Fuentes’s death in 1997 had ac-
tually been faked. But in December
1997, Javier Ramirez invited Mr. Alcala
to Colombia for an elaborately staged
meeting that seemed to raise that part-
nership to a new level.’’ This meeting
here with these folks. Let me continue.

‘‘At a heavily guarded hacienda over-
looking Bogota, an operative acting as
Javier Ramirez’s Colombian boss, Car-
los, said he and his partners had $500
million to launder,’’ half a billion dol-
lars to launder. ‘‘They wanted to know
whether the Mexican bankers used by
Mr. Alcala’s boss, Juan Jose
Castellanos Alvarez Tostado, could
help.

‘‘ ‘Alvarez called us right back,’ Mr.
Gately recalled. ‘He said, ‘Let me send
you my very best people, and we will
get it done.’ ’’

‘‘On March 6, 1998,’’ just about a year
ago, ‘‘Mr. Alcala arrived with several
businessmen at the tastefully furnished
offices of Emerald Empire in a Los An-
geles suburb. This time the business-
men offered a deal of their own.

‘‘One of the men, David Loera, said
he knew ‘a general,’ who had $150 mil-
lion in Mexico City to invest. Would
Mr. Ramirez—who had told the traf-
fickers he owned part of a Nevada ca-
sino used to launder money—care to
help?

‘‘Over the next six weeks, according
to government documents,’’ again let
me read this, ‘‘over the next six weeks,
according to government documents
and the accounts of Mr. Gately and
several officials, the deal was discussed
in three more meetings and three more
telephone conversations involving Mr.
Ramirez, the undercover agents and
the traffickers. All of the contacts
were secretly tape-recorded and their
words transcribed, officials said.

‘‘In one call, two senior investment
managers at Mexico’s second largest
bank told the Customs operatives that
the money belonged not just to ‘a gen-
eral,’ but to the Minister of Defense.
Later, the two Mexicans advised Mr.
Ramirez that the minister was sending
‘his daughter’ (a woman later said to
be friend) to meet with them, along
with an army colonel and a third per-
son.

‘‘However, the investment managers
said, the amount to be laundered was
much more than they had discussed:
the minister had $500 million in cash in
New York and another $500 million in
the Netherlands, in addition to $150
million in Mexico City.

‘‘Customs officials said they queried
the Central Intelligence Agency, which
works closely with the Mexican mili-
tary on drug control and other pro-
grams. The CIA responded that it had
no such information about General
Cervantes, an assessment that other of-
ficials have since reiterated.

‘‘But although General Cervantes has
not been a focus of suspicion, Mexican
and American officials have said sev-
eral senior generals close to him had
been under the scrutiny of investiga-
tors from both the Mexican Attorney
General’s office and a special military
intelligence unit.

‘‘On February 6, analysts at the Drug
Enforcement Administration briefed
Attorney General Janet Reno on intel-
ligence indicating that the senior
Mexican generals might indeed be co-
operating with Mr. Carrillo Fuentes’
organization, officials said. And in a
separate Customs case in Houston, un-
dercover agents had been approached
about laundering millions of dollars for
an unidentified Mexican Army general,
officials said.’’

Now listen to this, and again I quote
from this article, ‘‘On April 9, Mr.
Alcala visited Emerald Empire with a
cousin, who had just returned from
Mexico with a message. The cousin
‘was very nervous about the deal,’ Mr.
Gately said. ‘He said it could be very
dangerous if it got screwed up, because
the money belonged to, ‘all of them, in-
cluding the President.’ ’’ The President,
here it says Ernesto Zedillo. Then in
parentheses, it says ‘‘(A spokesman for
Mr. Zedillo, David Najera, dismissed
the claim as baseless.)’’

‘‘Later that month, Mr. Gately went
to Washington to brief officials includ-
ing Mr. Kelly—who was then about to
take over the Customs Service after
having overseen it as Treasury Under-
secretary for Enforcement.

‘‘Kelly said, ‘How do we know it’s
really him?’ Mr. Gately recalled, refer-
ring to General Cervantes. ‘I told him
we do not know,’ Mr. Gately said. ‘We
cannot substantiate it. But we have no
reason to believe that they are telling
us anything than what they know.’.

‘‘ ‘They weren’t trying to impress us,
they were not trying to make deals
with us,’ Mr. Gately added. ‘So who-
ever had this money, I thought it was
worth pursuing—whether it was the
Defense Minister of Mexico or some-
body we had never heard of.’

‘‘People familiar with the discussions
said they did not go much further. The
general’s supposed emissaries were to
meet with Javier Ramirez in Las
Vegas, Nevada on April 22. They did
not arrive, and the traffickers reported
they had become nervous.

Mr. Kelly acknowledged that he had
been pressing for months to wrap up
the investigation; he said he had grown
increasingly concerned that informa-
tion about it might be leaked out, en-
dangering the undercover agents.

‘‘The final sting had already been
postponed twice because Federal pros-
ecutors were still preparing indict-
ments.

‘‘James E. Johnson, who succeeded
Mr. Kelly as Undersecretary and has
closely supervised the Treasury’s rela-
tions with Mexico on enforcement
issues, added a cautionary note that
several officials said seemed to under-
score his concern for the political

stakes. Unless the agents had proof of
general Cervantes’s role, officials
quoted him as warning, they should
not bandy his name about in connec-
tion with the case.

‘‘ ‘We need to be very careful about
how we talk about this sort of thing,’ a
senior law enforcement official, who
would not speak for attribution, quoted
him as saying. ‘If we don’t have the
goods, it makes us look like we’re over-
reaching.’.

‘‘Mr. Johnson would not comment
publicly.’’

‘‘The operation had already navi-
gated a series of sizable obstacles.

‘‘Mr. Gately and some other agents
were worried that their boss in Los An-
geles, John Hensley, had leaked infor-
mation about the secret operation to
congressional aides and others; Mr.
Hensley had also pressed hard to bring
the operation to an end, officials said.

‘‘For his part, officials said, Mr.
Hensley had accused his strong-willed
subordinate of transgressions ranging
from traveling without authorization
to stealing millions of dollars. Mr.
Kelly alleged that the charges against
Mr. Gately had been investigated and
found baseless; Mr. Hensley declined to
comment.’’
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‘‘As discussions about this supposed
$1.15 billion were going on, the under-
cover operation also suffered serious
setbacks with the capture of an impor-
tant Juarez operative in Chicago. The
arrest brought money deliveries to a
halt while the cartel hunted a mole.

‘‘On May 16, more than two dozen
Mexican traffickers, bankers and other
operatives, who had been invited to the
United States by the undercover team,
were rounded up in San Diego at the
Casablanca Casino Resort in Mesquite,
Nevada. Officials said whatever
thoughts they had entertained of pur-
suing the allegations about General
Cervantes were dropped in the diplo-
matic backlash that followed.’’

And, again, I told my colleagues
what the Mexicans did is they threat-
ened to indict United States Customs
officials.

‘‘While the Mexican authorities were
asked to arrest about 20 suspects in-
dicted in the case, they initially lo-
cated only 6. One was a partner of Mr.
Loera, the fugitive businessman who
had first proposed the deal with ‘the
general’. The partner was found dead in
a Mexican jail from injuries that the
police described as self-inflicted. Mr.
Alvarez Tostado has never been found.
His deputy, Mr. Alcala, awaits trial in
Los Angeles.

‘‘Soon after the operation, American
officials said they revealed to the
Mexican government some of their in-
formation on ostensible corruption in
the case. They said they kept silent
about more explosive evidence to avoid
intensifying the furor that had fol-
lowed their decision not to warn Mex-
ico about the operation.’’

And this is the Casablanca operation.
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‘‘Still, the officials said none of the

information was ever pursued, and in a
little-noticed statement in July, the
office of the Mexican Attorney Gen-
eral, Jorge Madrazo Cuellar, dismissed
allegations of money laundering by
‘senior commanders of the Army and
officials of the Mexican government.’

‘‘Mr. Madrazo said in a telephone
interview that the Americans had told
him only about unidentified Federal
agents and a money laundering scheme
involving ‘a general who had a daugh-
ter’. He said the name of General Cer-
vantes, who has no daughter, was never
mentioned.

‘‘With the information that they
gave me, Mr. Madrazo asked, what
could I possibly have done, gone and
looked for a general with a daughter?’’

And that was the response that we
have out of the Attorney General and
other officials of Mexico. So, basically,
what this article outlines, and I read it
in haste, but I wanted to make sure it
was included in the record, what this
article and this investigative report
outlines is, in fact, we may have cor-
ruption at the very highest levels of
the Mexican government.

This information is now public. We
have known that there was very high
levels of corruption. Here there are se-
rious questions raised again that lead
to a high minister’s office all the way
to the office of the President of Mex-
ico.

We also see in this article a situation
in which it appears that high United
States officials stopped this investiga-
tion when it was disclosed that this
corruption reached both the top of
Mexican cabinet officials and possibly
even reached the office of the President
of Mexico, President Zedillo.

We also have here evidence tonight
that the Mexican military, with whom
the United States is confiding with in
the war on drugs, is corrupt from the
bottom to the very top. We must know
who those generals are that are hoard-
ing this kind of money in such an in-
credible fashion.

What else do we know? Those who re-
veal the truth about corruption in the
Mexican government are found dead,
and United States officials who at-
tempt to reveal the truth about corrup-
tion are either deterred or they are pe-
nalized or they come under close scru-
tiny.

What else have we learned from this
investigative report? United States of-
ficials, including the Attorney General,
Secretary of State, and others may be
risking our national security. And if
we are losing 14,200 Americans from the
effects of illegal narcotics, and 60 to 70
percent of those hard drugs are coming
through Mexico, we know we have a
national security problem of a huge
proportion.

The information revealed by this
New York Times report deserves fur-
ther investigation. As chairman of the
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice,
Drug Policy and Human Resources of
the Committee on Government Reform,

I intend to investigate it. We will not
be deterred in seeing how high this cor-
ruption leads to in the Mexican govern-
ment. Wherever it may lead us, we will
follow it, and we will find out why offi-
cials of the United States Government
brought these investigations either to
a close or did not pursue adequately
these investigations with incredible al-
legations of this magnitude.

We will conduct those hearings and
those meetings either in public or be-
hind closed doors.
f

CONCLUSION OF DISCUSSION ON
DRUGS

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA)
for a conclusion.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Indiana for his co-
operation, for coming out tonight and
telling the American people about the
situation we face with the corruption
in Mexico, about the incredible volume
of drugs that are coming across our
border through Mexico, and about the
apparent coverup and lack of investiga-
tion by this administration of corrup-
tion at the highest levels of Mexican
government.

Mr. Speaker, I simply wished to say
that we will hold hearings, we will in-
vestigate, and we will pursue this mat-
ter to the fullest extent. We will con-
duct hearings on this. Our subcommit-
tee and other committees of Congress
will act, and we will get the facts and
information no matter where they lead
us.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I look
forward to working with the gentleman
to find the truth. We do not know
where the truth lies, but when we
make foreign policy decisions on Mex-
ico and China, we do not want to hear
about coverups, we want to hear we are
actually pursuing every lead to make
sure we are doing things in the best na-
tional interests of the United States
and not just trying to up our trade dol-
lars making decisions otherwise.

I hope all this is false. I hope the top
leaders of the Mexican government are
completely clean. We need to work
with them to eliminate our drug prob-
lem, but we have to know what the
truth is.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE
RATEPAYER PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida, Mr. STEARNS, is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
introduce legislation with strong bipartisan
support that will not only save American con-
sumers billions of dollars. It will also remove a
significant federal barrier to a more competi-
tive electric power industry.

More than 20 years ago, the Public Utility
Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) was enacted

as one of the original components of the
Carter Energy Plan. Convinced that we were
running out of natural gas and that the price
of oil would soar to $100 per barrel or even
more by the year 2000, Congress passed
PURPA to encourage conservation and pro-
mote the use of renewable fuels to generate
electricity. It did this by establishing a special
class of power generators known as qualifying
facilities (‘‘QF’s’’) and it required utilities to buy
all the electricity that these facilities wished to
sell at a price determined generally by federal
regulators and specifically by state regulators.

Congress sought, in drafting PURPA, to en-
sure that customers would pay no more for
PURPA power than they would have to pay
for other power. It did this by providing in
PURPA that the maximum price for electricity
from QF’s would be the cost that the purchase
utility would have incurred if it had generated
the electricity itself or had purchased it from a
source other than the QF. Unfortunately, this
has not proven to be the case because gov-
ernment projections of utility avoided costs
have been seriously in error. One recent study
estimates that PURPA is costing electricity
consumers nearly $8 billion a year in excess
power costs. Since over 60 percent of PURPA
contracts will not expire until after the year
2010, consumers will continue to pay these
excess costs well into the future.

PURPA also stands in the way of a more
competitive electric industry. By granting spe-
cial status to some electricity generators, but
not others, PURPA encourages the creation of
uneconomic projects just to qualify for PURPA
benefits. Moreover, PURPA was premised on
utilities continuing to be the exclusive suppli-
ers of electricity to all consumers within their
franchise territories. In many states today,
customers have the ability to choose their own
electric supplier. Requiring utilities to purchase
new PURPA power when they may no longer
have retail customers to whom they can resell
power makes no sense.

With 20 years of experience behind us, it is
clear that PURPA has outlived its usefulness.
My legislation would do three things to reform
PURPA: (1) It would prospectively repeal
PURPA’s mandatory purchase obligation on
the date of enactment, so that there would no
longer be any new obligations to purchase this
power; (2) it would respect the sanctity of ex-
isting PURPA contracts; and (3) it would en-
sure that purchasing utilities would continue to
be permitted to recover the costs of existing
PURPA contracts as long as these contracts
are in effect.

As I said upon introduction of virtually iden-
tical legislation during the last two Con-
gresses, my only interest in introducing this bill
lies in achieving the most efficient and most
cost-effective means of electric generation for
America’s consumers. While it would prospec-
tively repeal PURPA and would ensure that no
new PURPA contracts would be required, it
recognizes the legitimate current expectations
of QF developers and utility purchasers. I be-
lieve that it represents a broad based consen-
sus on this important issue and I would urge
that this measure be included in whatever
electric industry legislation might be consid-
ered by this Congress.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:
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Mr. BOYD (at the request of Mr. GEP-

HARDT) for today, on account of illness.
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (at the re-

quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today, on
account of official business.

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and Wednes-
day, March 17, on account of official
business.

Mr. HOSTETTLER (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY) for today, on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. PITTS (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today, on account of ill-
ness.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. CARSON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. SMITH of Washington, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. DOOLEY of California, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. WISE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HASTINGS of Washington)
to revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. SOUDER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, on March 17.
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 5 minutes,

today and on March 17.
Mr. HULSHOF, for 5 minutes, on

March 17.
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. MICA) to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. STEARNS, for 5 minutes, today.
f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 8 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 17, 1999, at 10 a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1055. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of

Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Raisins Produced From Grapes
Grown in California; Final Free and Reserve
Percentages for 1998–99 Zante Currant Rai-
sins [Docket No. FV99–989–3 IFR] received
March 11, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1056. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Noxious Weeds; Update of Weed Lists
[Docket No. 98–063–2] received March 11, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

1057. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Azoxystrobin;
Pesticide Tolerance [OPP–300801; FRL–6064–6]
(RIN: 2070–AB78) received March 11, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

1058. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Dicloran; Ex-
tension of Tolerance for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP–300806; FRL 6065–6] (RIN: 2070–
AB78) received March 11, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

1059. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Maneb (man-
ganous ethylenebisdithio- carbamate); Pes-
ticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemptions
[OPP–300809; FRL–6067–9] (RIN: 2070–AB78) re-
ceived March 11, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1060. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Pendimethalin:
Extension of Tolerances for Emergency Ex-
emptions [OPP–300804; FRL–6063–9] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received March 11, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

1061. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Phase 2 Emis-
sion Standards for New Nonroad Spark-Igni-
tion Nonhandheld Engines At or Below 19
Kilowatts (RIN: 2060–AE29) received March
11, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

1062. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Propiconazole;
Establishment of Time-Limited Pesticide
Tolerances [OPP–300810; FRL–6068–4] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received March 11, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

1063. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Propiconazole;
Extension of Tolerances for Emergency Ex-
emptions [OPP–300797; FRL–6064–2] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received March 11,1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

1064. A letter from the Comptroller, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report
on the violation of the Antideficiency Act by
the Department of the Navy; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

1065. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Health Affairs, Department of Defense,
transmitting notification that the Depart-
ment has not yet completed the Plan for Re-

design of Military Pharmacy System; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1066. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s final rule—Risk-Based Capital Stand-
ards: Construction Loans on Presold Resi-
dential Properties; Junior Liens on 1- to 4-
Family Residential Properties; and Invest-
ments in Mutual Funds; Leverage Capital
Standards: Tier 1 Leverage Ratio [Docket
No. 98–125] (RIN: 1550–AB11) received March
9, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

1067. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determina-
tions—received March 9, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

1068. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—List of
Communities Eligible for the Sale of Flood
Insurance [Docket No. FEMA–7708] received
March 9, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1069. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Sus-
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket
No. FEMA–7707] received March 9, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Financial Services.

1070. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Contractor Human Re-
source Management Programs—received
March 9, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1071. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Documentation For Work
Smart Standards Applications: Characteris-
tics and Considerations—March 9, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

1072. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Scientific and Technical
Information Management—received March 9,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

1073. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval And
Promulgation Of Implementation Plans
Georgia: Approval of Revisions to the Geor-
gia State Implementation Plan [GA–34–3–
9819a; FRL–6306–2] received March 11, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

1074. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Pottsboro,
Roxton and Whitesboro, Texas, and Durant,
Leonard, Madill, and Sopher, Oklahoma)
[MM Docket No. 98–63 RM–9209, RM–9392,
RM–9393] received March 9, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1075. A letter from the AMD—Performace
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Spencer and
Webster, Massachusetts) [MM Docket No. 98–
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174 RM–9356] received March 9, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1076. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.606(b), Table of Allot-
ments, TV Broadcast Stations. (Kansas City,
Missouri) [MM Docket No. 96–134, RM–8817]
received March 9, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

1077. A letter from the AMD—Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Brewster,
Massachusetts) [MM Docket No. 98–58] (RM–
9252) received March 9, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

1078. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
tration and Management, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a report relating to the
Office of the Secretary of Defense; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

1079. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting a listing of new investigations, audits,
and evaluations; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

1080. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Revi-
sion of Definitions of Overfishing, Maximum
Sustainable Yield, and Optimum Yield for
the Crab and Scallop Fisheries [I.D. 111798A]
(RIN: 0648–AL89) received March 9, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

1081. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Amendment to Class E
Airspace; Garden City, KS [Airspace Docket
No. 98–ACE–59] received March 11, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BURTON. Committee on Government
Reform. H.R. 807. A bill to amend title 5,
United States Code, to provide portability of
service credit for persons who leave employ-
ment with the Federal Reserve Board to take
positions with other Government agencies;
with an amendment (Rept. 106–53). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 113. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 820) to authorize
appropriations for fiscal years 2000 and 2001
for the Coast Guard, and for other purposes
(Rept. 106–54). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 114. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 975) to provide for
a reduction in the volume of steel imports,
and to establish a steel import notification
and monitoring program (Rept. 106–55). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 130. A bill to
designate the United States Courthouse lo-

cated at 40 Centre Street in New York, New
York as the ‘‘Thurgood Marshall United
States Courthouse’’ (Rept. 106–56). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 751. A bill to
designate the Federal building and United
States courthouse located at 504 Hamilton
Street in Allentown, Pennsylvania, as the
‘‘Edward N. Cahn Federal Building and
United States Courthouse’’; with amend-
ments (Rept. 106–57). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. House Concurrent
Resolution 44. Resolution authorizing the
use of the Capitol Grounds for the 18th an-
nual National Peace Officers’ Memorial
Service; with an amendment (Rept. 106–58).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. House Concurrent
Resolution 47. Resolution authorizing the
use of the Capitol grounds for the Greater
Washington Soap Box Derby; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 106–59). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. House Concurrent
Resolution 48. Resolution authorizing the
use of the Capitol Grounds for the opening
ceremonies of Sunrayce 99 (Rept. 106–60). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. House Concurrent
Resolution 49. Resolution authorizing the
use of the Capitol Grounds for a bike rodeo
to be conducted by the Earth Force Youth
Bike Summit (Rept. 106–61). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. House Concurrent
Resolution 50. Resolution authorizing the
1999 District of Columbia Special Olympics
Law Enforcement Torch Run to be run
through the Capitol Grounds (Rept. 106–62).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. House Concurrent
Resolution 52. Resolution authorizing the
use of the East Front of the Capitol Grounds
for performances sponsored by the John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts
(Rept. 106–63). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. SAXTON:
H.R. 1110. A bill to reauthorize and amend

the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972; to
the Committee on Resources, and in addition
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mrs. MORELLA:
H.R. 1111. A bill to amend title 5, United

States Code, to provide for the establishment
of a program under which long-term care in-
surance is made available to Federal employ-
ees and annuitants, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Government Reform,
and in addition to the Committee on Armed
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself, Mr. BAKER, Mr. KANJORSKI,

Mr. GILMAN, Mr. FROST, Mrs. KELLY,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. COOK, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms.
LEE, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
FATTAH, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. SAWYER, Mr.
EDWARDS, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
BISHOP, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. SHOWS, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. FORD, Mr. BROWN of
California, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
SANDLIN, Mr. HILL of Indiana, and
Mr. UNDERWOOD):

H.R. 1112. A bill to amend the National
Housing Act to authorize the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to insure
mortgages for the acquisition, construction,
or substantial rehabilitation of child care
and development facilities and to establish
the Children’s Development Commission to
certify such facilities for such insurance, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. OSE (for himself, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HERGER, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Mr. POMBO,
and Mr. RADANOVICH):

H.R. 1113. A bill to assist in the develop-
ment and implementation of projects to pro-
vide for the control of drainage, storm, flood
and other waters as part of water-related in-
tegrated resource management, environ-
mental infrastructure, and resource protec-
tion and development projects in the Colusa
Basin Watershed, California; to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for himself
and Mr. LATOURETTE):

H.R. 1114. A bill to amend part S of title I
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 to permit the use of cer-
tain amounts for assistance to jail-based
substance treatment programs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. CANADY of Florida (for him-
self, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ALLEN,
Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
COBURN, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr.
FROST, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. GOSS, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
INSLEE, Mr. JENKINS, Mrs. JOHNSON of
Connecticut, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
KLECZKA, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. LAFALCE,
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MASCARA, Mr.
MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
MOAKLEY, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. OLVER, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. QUINN, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. REGULA, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
SHADEGG, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SHOWS, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr. SNYDER, Mr. SOUDER, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. STARK, Mr. TIERNEY,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mrs. WILSON, Mr. WOLF,
and Ms. WOOLSEY):

H.R. 1115. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the time
limitation on benefits for immuno-
suppressive drugs under the Medicare Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
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and in addition to the Committee on Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas (for himself,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. PICKERING, and Mr.
WATKINS):

H.R. 1116. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to establish a graduated re-
sponse to shrinking domestic oil and gas pro-
duction and surging foreign oil imports, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas (for himself,
Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, and
Mr. MOORE):

H.R. 1117. A bill to provide relief from un-
fair interest and penalties on refunds retro-
actively ordered by the Federal Energy Reg-
ulatory Commission; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, and Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia):

H.R. 1118. A bill to provide increased fund-
ing for the Land and Water Conservation
Fund and Urban Parks and Recreation Re-
covery Programs, to resume the funding of
the State grants program of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund, and to provide for
the acquisition and development of conserva-
tion and recreation facilities and programs
in urban areas, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. COYNE, Mr. JEF-
FERSON, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr.
STARK):

H.R. 1119. A bill to enable a greater number
of children to receive child care services, and
to improve the quality of child care services;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr.
HOUGHTON):

H.R. 1120. A bill to modify the standards
for responding to import surges under sec-
tion 201 of the Trade Act of 1974, to establish
mechanisms for import monitoring and the
prevention of circumvention of United
States trade laws, and to strengthen the en-
forcement of United States trade remedy
laws; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COLLINS:
H.R. 1121. A bill to designate the Federal

building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 18 Greenville Street in Newnan,
Georgia, as the ‘‘Lewis R. Morgan Federal
Building and United States Courthouse‘‘; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. CRANE (for himself and Mr.
MATSUI):

H.R. 1122. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to more accurately codify
the depreciable life of printed wiring board
and printed wiring assembly equipment; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (for
himself and Mr. CAMPBELL):

H.R. 1123. A bill to exclude grants for stu-
dent financial assistance from the prohibi-
tion on certain departments and agencies of
the Government making grants to institu-
tions of higher education that prevent ROTC
access to campus or military recruiting on
campus; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, and in addition to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-

sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HILL of Montana:
H.R. 1124. A bill to authorize construction

of the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water
System in the State of Montana, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. KUCINICH (for himself and Mr.
NORWOOD):

H.R. 1125. A bill to amend the Trademark
Act of 1946 to increase the penalties for in-
fringing the rights pertaining to famous per-
forming groups and to clarify the law per-
taining to the rights of individuals who per-
form services as a group; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
OWENS, and Mr. WEINER):

H.R. 1126. A bill to require newly-con-
structed multifamily housing in New York
City to comply with the Federal Fire Pre-
vention and Control Act of 1974; to the Com-
mittee on Science.

By Mr. MCCRERY (for himself and Mr.
WATKINS):

H.R. 1127. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude income from the
transportation of oil and gas by pipeline
from subpart F income; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD (for
herself, Ms. LEE, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
FROST, Mr. FILNER, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MEEKS of New
York, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. CLAY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
RUSH, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. LA-
FALCE, and Mr. WYNN):

H.R. 1128. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to facilitate the immi-
gration to the United States of certain aliens
born in the Philippines or Japan who were
fathered by United States citizens; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii:
H.R. 1129. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the 60-month lim-
itation period on the allowance of a deduc-
tion of interest on loans for higher education
expenses; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MOAKLEY (for himself, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. NADLER,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. MEEHAN, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
CARDIN, Mrs. MORELLA, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Mr. BROWN of Califor-
nia, Mr. WEINER, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. OWENS, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, Mr. TIERNEY, and
Mr. FORD):

H.R. 1130. A bill to direct the Consumer
Product Safety Commission to promulgate
fire safety standards for cigarettes, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. NADLER:
H.R. 1131. A bill to amend the Bank Protec-

tion Act of 1968 and the Federal Credit Union
Act to require enhanced security measures
at depository institutions and automated
teller machines sufficient to provide surveil-
lance pictures which can be used effectively
as evidence in criminal prosecutions, to
amend title 28, United States Code, to re-
quire the Federal Bureau of Investigation to

make technical recommendations with re-
gard to such security measures, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services, and in addition to the
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

H.R. 1132. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act and Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 to require
that group and individual health insurance
coverage and group health plans provide cov-
erage for annual screening mammography
for women 40 years of age or older if the cov-
erage or plans include coverage for diag-
nostic mammography; to the Committee on
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself and Mr.
FROST):

H.R. 1133. A bill to provide for comprehen-
sive reform for managed health care plans;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committees on Commerce,
and Education and the Workforce, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

H.R. 1134. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act with respect to restric-
tions on changes in benefits under
MedicareChoice plans; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. NORWOOD (for himself, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, and Mr. LINDER):

H.R. 1135. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to complete a land exchange
with Georgia Power Company; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. NORWOOD (for himself, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. BURR of North Carolina,
and Mr. WELDON of Florida):

H.R. 1136. A bill to increase the availabil-
ity and choice of quality health care; to the
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to
the Committees on Education and the Work-
force, and Ways and Means, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. POMEROY:
H.R. 1137. A bill to amend Public Law 89–

108 to increase authorization levels for State
and Indian tribal, municipal, rural, and in-
dustrial water supplies, to meet current and
future water quantity and quality needs of
the Red River Valley, to deauthorize certain
project features and irrigation service areas,
to enhance natural resources and fish and
wildlife habitat, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. STEARNS (for himself, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. ENGLISH,
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Ms. DUNN, Mr. PACKARD, Mr.
BOYD, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr.
MICA, and Mrs. THURMAN):

H.R. 1138. A bill to prospectively repeal
section 210 of the Public Utility Regulatory
Policies Act of 1978; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mrs. TAUSCHER (for herself, Mr.
GEPHARDT, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FROST,
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.
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CLAY, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. WEYGAND, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. BARRETT of Wis-
consin, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BOU-
CHER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. BROWN of
California, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mrs.
CAPPS, Ms. CARSON, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DINGELL,
Mr. DIXON, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. FARR of California, Mr. FILNER,
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. HOYER, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LAMPSON,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MCNULTY, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Califor-
nia, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. NEAL
of Massachusetts, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PAYNE,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RODRIGUEZ,
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. RUSH, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.
SANDLIN, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. SERRANO,
Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SHOWS, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Ms. STABENOW, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. VENTO, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. WEXLER, and Mr. WYNN):

H.R. 1139. A bill to make child care more
affordable for working families and for stay-
at-home parents with children under the age
of 1, to double the number of children receiv-
ing child care assistance, to provide for
after-school care, and to improve child care
safety and quality and enhance early child-
hood development; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Education and the Workforce,
and Banking and Financial Services, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. THURMAN:
H.R. 1140. A bill to authorize the Secretary

of Health and Human Services to make pay-
ments to hospitals under the Medicare Pro-
gram for costs associated with training psy-
chologists; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. RANGEL:
H.J. Res. 39. A joint resolution proposing

an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States respecting the right to a
home; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TRAFICANT:
H.J. Res. 40. A joint resolution proposing

an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to the budgetary
treatment of the Federal programs currently
known as the old-age, survivors, and disabil-
ity insurance program and the hospital in-
surance program; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HILL of Indiana (for himself,
Mr. CONDIT, Mr. REYES, Mr. SHOWS,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
HOLDEN, Ms. DANNER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,

Mr. LEACH, Mr. DINGELL, Mr.
BALDACCI, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
FILNER, Ms. CARSON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. FROST, Ms. KILPATRICK,
and Mr. GUTIERREZ):

H. Res. 115. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that a
postage stamp should be issued recognizing
the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
States; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. NADLER:
H. Res. 116. A resolution amending the

Rules of the House of Representatives to re-
quire a bill or joint resolution which amends
a law to show the change in the law made by
the amendment, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. RANGEL:
H. Res. 117. A resolution expressing Sup-

port for a National Week of Reflection and
Tolernace; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. TIAHRT (for himself, Mr. SMITH
of New Jersey, Mr. HYDE, Mr. BACH-
US, Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr. SHOWS,
Mr. BUYER, Mr. METCALF, Mr. KING,
Mr. DELAY, Mr. FORBES, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. COBURN, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. LEWIS
of Kentucky, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr.
SHADEGG, Mr. GARY MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. WELDON of
Florida, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, and Mr. ENGLISH):

H. Res. 118. A resolution reaffirming the
principles of the Programme of Action of the
International Conference on Population and
Development with respect to the sovereign
rights of countries and the right of vol-
untary and informed consent in family plan-
ning programs; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 33: Mr. BOYD, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
and Mr. MICA.

H.R. 44: Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
HOLT, and Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 51: Mr. GARY MILLER of California,
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, and Mr. SHOWS.

H.R. 65: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. WYNN, Mr. KIL-
DEE, and Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 70: Mr. EVERETT, Mrs. JOHNSON of
Connecticut, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. MCINTYRE, and Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 72: Mr. SPENCE and Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 116: Mr. WEXLER.
H.R. 163: Mr. FARR of California, Mr.

HASTINGS of Florida, and Mr. BLILEY.
H/R. 198: Mr. CRANE.
H.R. 216: Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. CANADY of

Florida.
H.R. 219: Mrs. MYRICK.
H.R. 220: Mr. BACHUS.
H.R. 263: Mr. CARDIN, Mr. PORTMAN, and

Ms. DUNN.
H.R. 303: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.

SANDLIN, Mr. STUPAK, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. PICKERING.

H.R. 306: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. SAW-
YER, Mr. FARR of California, Mr. MENENDEZ,
and Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 323: Mr. NEY, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.
HOUGHTON, and Mr. CLEMENT.

H.R. 330: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Mr.
MCINTOSH.

H.R. 347: Mr. SKEEN and Mr. CHAMBLISS.
H.R. 351: Mr. TAUZIN and Mr. SISISKY.
H.R. 352: Mr. OXLEY, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.

MOORE, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, and Mr.
GILLMOR.

H.R. 354: Mr. DELAHUNT and Mr. WEXLER.
H.R. 355: Mr. NEY, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-

braska, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. PICKERING, and Mrs. MALONEY
of New York.

H.R. 357: Mr. LAFALCE.
H.R. 362: Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 363: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. METCALF, and

Mr. PICKERING.
H.R. 364: Mr. JEFFERSON and Mr. PICKER-

ING.
H.R. 365: Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 366: Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 370: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi.
H.R. 371: Mr. CONYERS, Mrs. MYRICK, Mrs.

BONO, Mr. BARCIA, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. INSLEE,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
LEACH, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. GILMAN, and
Mr. JEFFERSON.

H.R. 380: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, and Mr. REGULA.

H.R. 389: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. HILL of Indiana,
Mr. BAIRD, and Mr. INSLEE.

H.R. 398: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 407: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 417: Ms. LEE and Mr. UDALL of Colo-

rado.
H.R. 430: Mr. CANADY of Florida and Mr.

CUMMINGS.
H.R. 464: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.

BLUNT, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. PETERSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. TURNER, Mr. BLILEY, Mr.
GARY MILLER of California, Mr. LARGENT,
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mrs.
NORTHUP, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, and Mr.
CALVERT.

H.R. 472: Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. DICKEY, Mr.
ENGLISH, and Mr. WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 492: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington and
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi.

H.R. 500: Mr. PICKERING.
H.R. 506: Mr. DEUTSCH.
H.R. 531: Ms. RIVERS, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.

POMEROY, and Mr. COBURN.
H.R. 534: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.
H.R. 541: Mr. VENTO, Ms. CARSON, Mr.

MOORE, Mr. CUMMINGS, and Mr. MATSUI.
H.R. 544: Mrs. JONES of Ohio.
H.R. 557: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 564: Mr. DOOLITTLE.
H.R. 566: Mr. WYNN, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, and

Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 621: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. FROST.
H.R. 625: Mr. WYNN and Mr. FROST.
H.R. 628: Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. FORBES,

Mr. HUNTER, and Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 632: Mr. GIBBONS.
H.R. 642: Mr. STARK, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.

DIXON, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. POMBO, Mr. DOOLEY of Califor-
nia, and Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 643: Mr. STARK, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.
DIXON, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. POMBO, Mr. DOOLEY of Califor-
nia, and Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 670: Mr. DEFAZIO and Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 684: Mr. DICKS, Mr. INSLEE, and Mr.
UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 685: Mr. MORAN of Kansas.
H.R. 689: Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.

LEWIS of Kentucky, and Mr. NUSSLE.
H.R. 708: Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. LOFGREN, and

Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 716: Mr. DELAHUNT.
H.R. 732: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BROWN of Califor-

nia, Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and Ms. NOR-
TON.

H.R. 735: Mr. SESSIONS.
H.R. 745: Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. SMITH of New

Jersey, Mr. OLVER, Mr. BARRETT of Wiscon-
sin, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and Mr. MATSUI.

H.R. 750: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 764: Mr. SHOWS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.

FROST, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
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OXLEY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. WISE, Mr. FOLEY,
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. MATSUI, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr.
CUMMINGS.

H.R. 772: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. BISHOP,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr. DAVIS of Il-
linois, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. FROST, Mr. NADLER, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
STRICKLAND, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. BALGOJEVICH,
Mr. HOEFFEL, Ms. CARSON, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
PAYNE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, and Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 775: Mr. BARCIA, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr.
SESSIONS.

H.R. 783: Mr. BURTON of Indiana and Mr.
SANDERS.

H.R. 784: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
PICKERING, and Mr. JENKINS.

H.R. 791: Mr. HOYER.
H.R. 795: Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 832: Mr. FARR of California and Ms.

LOFGREN.
H.R. 837: Mrs. CAPPS and Mr. CUMMINGS.
H.R. 844: Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr.

CALVERT, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. DUNN, and Mrs.
KELLY.

H.R. 845: Mr. WEXLER and Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H.R. 850: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. DIAZ-BALART,

Mr. ENGEL, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. KING, Mr. LAHOOD, Ms. MCKIN-
NEY, Mr. NEY, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr.
HANSEN, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. HILLEARY.

H.R. 853: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Mr. UPTON, Mr. CAMPBELL, and
Mr. BURR of North Carolina.

H.R. 858: Mr. SCARBOROUGH and Mr. HORN.
H.R. 860: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 884: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.

CLAY, Mr. WU, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. BARCIA,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PORTER, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
Mr. WEINER, and Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 886: Mr. MATSUI.

H.R. 896: Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
ADERHOLT, and Mr. BURR of North Carolina.

H.R. 904: Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. JOHN.

H.R. 936: Mr. LARGENT.
H.R. 941: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. SNY-

DER, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mrs. KELLY.

H.R. 959: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. GEJDENSON, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Mr. FROST, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. CROW-
LEY, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 960: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. LAFALCE, and
Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 976: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. MEEHAN,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Mr. DICKS, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
BENTSEN, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BOR-
SKI, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mrs. EMER-
SON, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. FROST, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
SANDLIN, and Mrs. KELLY.

H.R. 987: Mr. DICKEY, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida, and Mr. NORWOOD.

H.R. 1008: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. EVERETT, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. COOKSEY, and Mr. COOK.

H.R. 1034: Mr. SISISKY.
H.R. 1040: Mr. SANFORD.
H.R. 1041: Mr. COBLE, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr.

MCKEON, and Mr. TALENT.
H.R. 1046: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 1071: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi and

Mr. WYNN.
H.R. 1082: Mr. HOEFFEL, Ms. DELAURO, Ms.

MCKINNEY, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. CUMMINGS,
Mr. DEUTSCH, Ms. BERKLEY, and Mrs. KELLY.

H.R. 1106: Mr. CANADY of Florida and Mr.
WEXLER.

H.J. Res. 14: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. BLI-
LEY, Mr. CRANE, and Mr. HORN.

H.J. Res. 34: Mr. BALDACCI and Mr. PICKER-
ING.

H. Con. Res. 8: Mr. JOHN and Mrs. ROU-
KEMA.

H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. HORN,
and Mr. MICA.

H. Con. Res. 24: Mr. SABO, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. UPTON, Mr. GARY MILLER of
California, Mr. GOODE, Mr. ISTOOK, and Mr.
STRICKLAND.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. ADERHOLT and Mr.
TIAHRT.

H. Con. Res. 31: Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, Mr. VENTO, Mrs. THURMAN, Mrs.
KELLY, and Ms. SANCHEZ.

H. Con. Res. 47: Mr. WOLF.
H. Con. Res. 51: Mr. LANTOS, Mr.

MCDERMOTT, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.
H. Con. Res. 54: Mr. MASCARA, Mr. SUNUNU,

Mr. CARDIN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. GILMAN, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. WEYGAND,
and Mr. HINCHEY.

H. Res. 35: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mr. CARDIN, and Ms. BERKLEY.

H. Res. 41: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. CLYBURN,
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. PICKERING, Mr. TIAHRT, and Mr. WYNN.

H. Res. 92: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.
H. Res. 97: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BONIOR, Mrs.

CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. CUMMINGS.
H. Res. 99: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.

KING, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. MCCOL-
LUM, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. LANTOS, MR. BONILLA,
Mr. PALLONE, and Mr. RADANOVICH.

H. Res. 105: Mr. DIXON, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. FRANKS of New Jer-
sey, and Mr. KNOLLENBERG.

H. Res. 106: Mr. KING, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
SUNUNU, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. CLEMENT, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. HOYER, and
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma.
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